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HE Learned and Unlearned Part of 
Mankind being under the ſame Ob- 
We ligations of Duty, muſt have the 
_ A Solicitude 7 the Performance. 
But the Difference of their Judgments calls for 
different 2 — ak Tpbis is 1 
Reaſon which the Author of the Abridgment 
has given us for histhrowing out all thoſe Ar- 
gument "and Cyiticifats, which related to the 
Senſe of Quotations cited in the Controverſy. 
And this alſo is the Reaſon of the following 
„ that - the. Diſpute being reduced to 
and Plainneſi, might neither tire by its 
nor ſhock by its Difficulty ; that it might 
be fitted for all Stations and Capacities, and 
be as univerſal in its Uſe, as it is in its Property. 
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Toth READER: | 


Bh IM i - farther Reaſon to) be = fa 
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tbe former Abridgment, to confurt . 
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t to the Afirmative ſide of the Controverſy. 
ano it 2 be left to the 3 of -| 
Read, well the Performance anſwers t 
M v7 ay whith it was Keen * 
my Vemure to hope, that whoever rs er, it 
with an impartial Judgment, will find it de- 
fective in neither of theſe two Reſyolfe, either 
as an Epitome of : what has been written on bor 
fides. he Diſpute, or as an Anſwer tothe 
Abridgment ; and that it will both meet with 
the Approbation of thoſe who are qualified, tor: 
cenſure it, and give SatisfaFion to the Paſe an 
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r Y good Friend, I am heartily: glad 
do ſee you; and whatever werethe 
' Reaſon of that Diſtance which of 
_ late has been betwixt us, I. hope. 
| now ewe are met again, we ſha 
clear up all Miſuaderſtandings with our wonted Fa- 
miliarity, and renew our old Friendſhip. . _ 
Laymas. I will tell you freely, my having been > 
much a Stranger ariſes not from any Enmity'te- you, © 
but from a Cancern to hear that you. have eſpouſed on gh 
Alterations that have been made in the Communion| - 
Office. You kgow I have an Averſion to all * 
5 A u Diviſions in Religion; I look upon the one 
be the Cauſe of the other; and 1 don't intend to 
Nr with thoſe who cloſe in with either. + 
MY Your, Pringiple is right; but your Application 
wrong, if you mean the Charge againſt us who de- 
fo the Reſtoratian of the Four things lately contro- . 
8 They bare been proved to be as old as 
| Chriſtianity itſelf; and I humbly conceive that the 
Fraths of Chriſtianity cannot juſtly be charged with 
| N Fae Cauſes of Diviſion, 
3 * Zi What 
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. Whit Importance can theſe things be of? What 


only I have read a Book, entituled, Ar Abridgment 


End of Religion is ſerved by themnm 
C, 1 hope to be able to prove to you, that they are 
commanded by our Lord himſelf, and are therefore 
of the utmoſt Importance. In the mean time, I de- 
ſire you to conſider, that our Lord having inſtituted 


the Euchariſt for the Ends of Religion, and com- 
manded us to do this in Remembrance of him, his 


Command lays an indiſpenſable Obligation upon us of 
doing what he did, both as to the Matter and Form 
of that Sacrament; theſe being inſtituted by Chriſt, 


cannot be indifferent or alterable by any humane Pow- 


er, but are eſſential and conſtituent Parts, and ne- 
ceſſary to the Integrity of the Sacrament; inſomuch 
that “if the Inſtituted Matter or Form be totally 
&« wanting, or faulty and defective, it is either no 
« Sacrament at all, or at beſt it is doubtful and 
« maim'd; and if the Sacrament is not directed to 
e the End for which it was at firſt inſtituted and de- 


c, ſigned to be obſerved by us, it loſeth its outward 


« perfection, and becomes leſs pleaſing to God, and 
< Jeſs beneficial to Men.” Now if the Things inſiſt- 


ed on by us are eſſential to the Matter and Form 


and due Celebration of the Euchariſt, (which I think 
has been abundantly proved) then you muſt grant that 
the Ends of Religion are ſerved by them. It is 
therefore incumbent upon you,, and upon every 
Chriſtian, to enquire impartially iato theſe things, 
leſt by your own Fault (for ſuch it will be, if you re- 
Fuſe to enquire into the Nature of them) you ſhould 


in any wiſe come ſhort of the Benefit of our Saviour's 


;Holy loſtitutions. Give me Leave then to ask, whe- - 


ther you have conſidered the State of the Caſe, or 


the Reaſons on which either Side hath proceeded ? 


Have you read any Books upon the Subject of the 
Debate, or converſed with any who have ſtudied the 
Points controverted? | | 


L. I don't much trouble myſelf with Controverſy; 


of 
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of the Controverſy, &c. written againſt the Alterations, 


| for the Information of common Readers; wherein the Au- 
thor profeſſes to handle the chief Arguments, on 


« each ſide in ſuch a manner, as may render it generally 
« uſeful, even to Perſons of the meaneſt Capacity. 

C. lt is but lately that 1 have had the Peruſal of 
that Book; and I read ĩt with the greater Expectation, 
becauſe the Title- Page (notwithſtanding the ill Man- 
ners of the Author) takes off an ObjeAion which I - 

know has been made againſt the Revival of the Four 
Points, viz. that they are Points of mere Learning, 
and above the Capacity of the meaneſt' Sort to judge 


i of. But now that they are publickly acknowledged 


| 1 


to be ſuch as may be underſtood (generally ſpeak- 
ing) by Perſons even of the meaneſt Capacity, I ſup- 
poſe we ſhall hear no more of that Objection. As to 
the Book itſelf, if the Author had truly and fairly 
repreſented the Controverſy, (which was the Buſineſs 
of an Abridger) his Book had appeared in a quite dif- 
ferent Form. 5 

L. “ He appeals, in his Preface, to his Adverſaries 


« theniſelves, whether he has not faithfully propoſed 


“their Objections in their full Strength, and put 
« nothing in their Mouths, but what they have really 
e ſaid in this Controverſy. |} .. Mrs: 

C. If by propoſing their Objections, he means that 
he has faithfully repreſented their Arguments, I muſt 
have Leave to ſay, he has not done it. I cannot ſee 
one of his Adverſaries Arguments truly repreſented 
and in their full Strength, throughout the Abridę- 


ment. It may well be ſuppoſed, that he has propoſed 
the Objections of his own Party in their full Strengths 


and if you are at Leiſure, let us calmly debate upon 
the Merits of the Cauſe, and conſider, as we go along, 
what Strength there is ia the Arguments he has pro- 
poſed on either ſide of the Controverſy, 2 

L. I ſee not how you can acquit yourſelves of the hea- 


vy Crimes of Schiſm, & c. which he lays to your Charge 


ja the Beginning of his m3 unleſs you can (a 
2 ne 


de ſays poſitively you cannot) prove the Eſſentiality - 
W 
. Foul Langage and railing Accuſations / are 
no Signs of Cauſe ; and it is never right 
where calling of Names paſſes for Arguments. His 
in 3 all his own; he ledrn'd not that from 
our ſide of the Controverſy. I have no mind to recri- 
minate; but this I will ſay, that there can never be 
any true Union among Chriſtians, but upon Catho- 
lick Principles and in Catholick Practices, that is, ſuch 
wherein all Chriſtians were originally united. To ſich 
Principles it is, that we adhere, by which we are united 
to the whole Catholick Church from the Beginning of 
Chriſtianity, and ſhould have been owned as Fellow- | | 
Members by all the Churches in the World, if we had 
lived in thoſe Ages, wherein the Chriſtian Doctrine, 
Worſhip, and Diſcipline, were moſt pure. As for the Ne- 
ceſſity of the Four Points, it has been fully and clearly 
proved in thoſe excellent Pieces which have been lately 
publiſhed for that Purpoſe; nor can pretend to add any 
thing to the Arguments that have been produced for it, 
but only to repreſent them to you in fo plain and fami- 
_ Har a manner, that you who do not underſtand the 
Learned Languages, nor care to trouble yourſelf with 
reading many Books, may be able to paſs a true Judg- 
- ment in the Cauſe. « | | \ "4 A 3 
_ The firſt thing inſiſted on, is the Mixture of Wine 
an Water in the Euchariſtick Cup. And here your 
Abridgey declares himfelf willing to wave the Point 
of Tradition, as unneceſſary in the preſent Difpute ; 
and yet this Point of Fradition has taken up a great 
Part of the Controverſy on both ſides, and is even 
Part of the Accuſation he has laid to our Charge. 
Why then ſhould he be folicitons to wave this Point? 
Was he not concerned to prove tris Charge? and to 
ſhew wherein the Traditions we plead for make void 
the Commands of God ? He does not pretend to deny 
_- that we receive the Canon of Scripture itſelf from 
Tradition, or that it is neceſſary for interpreting the 
8 . true 


* 


true Senſe thereof: He acknowledpes that the Tra- 
ditions we plead for, are Ox Ir ſüch as have been 

generally received in all Places, and can he traced up 
to the Primo- Primitive Apoſtolical Age. * 
T. He does not blame ſuch Traditions as theſe: 
< Againſt ſuch Traditions, he ſays, the Church of 
4 England does not ſp ex. * N 
C. With what Face — — us with making 
void the Commands of God, by pleading for Oxry ſuch 
Traditions againſt which the Church of England does 
not ſpeak? He might and ought to have ſaid, that the 

Church of England ſpeaks for ſuch Traditions, and 
owns them as a ſufficient Evidence of Divine Reve- 
lations: For ſhe receives the Canon of Scripture 
upon ſuch Tradition, as appears from this Declara- 
tion in her Sixth Article; “ In the Name of Holy 
« Scripture we do naderſtand thoſe Canonical Books 
of the Old and New Teſtament, of whoſe Autho- 
« rity was never any Doubt in the Church. From 
whence it follows, that whatſoever Points of Faith, 
Worſhip, or. Practieè, were held by the Primitive 
Church without any Doubt or Queſtion about them, 
are owned to have been of Divine Original, and de- 
livered to the Church by the Apoſtles. And again, 
with reſpect to the Lord's Sapper, ſhe declares parti- 
cularly in another Place, That before all things, 
ce this we muſt be fare of eſpecially, that this Supper 
« be in ſuch wiſe done and -miniſtred, as our Lord 
« and Saviour did and commanded to be done, as his 
« Apoſtles uſed it, and the good Fathers in the Pri- 
- & mitive Church frequented it.” Which is a manifeſt, 
as well as juſt Conceſſion, that the good Fathers in the 
Primitive Church frequented the Sacrament in the 
ſame Manner that Chriſt did, and the Apoſtles uſed it; 
and conſequently, that when it is done and miniſtred 
as the pood Fathers frequented it, then it is alſo 
done as the Apoſtles uſed" it, and as Chriſt: eom- 
manded it to be done: That is, in ſhort, that the 
Teſtimony of the Primitive Charch is a Evi- 
1 | ence 
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dence of Apoſtolical Tradition in this Caſe. And indeed 
it became a ſtated and allowed Rule in ſucceeding Ages 
of the Church, for judging of Apoſtolical Traditions, 
that what was believed, taught, or practiſed by the 
Univerſal Church from the Beginning, or by all Chri- 
ſtians, always and every where, was a Tradition de- 
rived from Apoſtolical Authority, tho” it were not 
written in the Holy Scriptures. Whatſoever Tradi- 
tion will ſtand the Teſt of this Rule, that we may ſafely 
rely upon, without Danger of being led into Error by. 
it, either about the Senſe of the Holy Scriptures, or 
any other Points which the Church received, al- 

tho* they are not expreſly delivered in the inſpired 
Writings. | | A att 
L. The Abridger ſays, „you cannot derive the 
* Uſages you contend for from the Apoſtolical Age. 
C. If he had repreſeated the Arguments of his Ad- 
verſaries in their full Strength, (as1 think he pretends 
to have done) you might have ſeen thoſe Uſages, and 
the Neceſlity of them too, proved to have been de- 

rived from Chriſt and his Apoſflles. PT 

L. But “were it ever ſo clear, he ſays, that Tra- 
© dition, tho' not ſo early as the Apoſtolical Age, 
« may be of good Service in interpreting Scripture z 
„ yet it will never follow, that it can be a good Rule 
to interpret. Scripture, when the Senſe it gives 
<« thereof is a direct Contradiction to the Words of 
* Scripture. wilt : 
C. This Objection is abſurdly introduced, to inſi- 
nuate that we hold late Traditions, and ſuch as con- 
tradict the Holy Scriptures, as well as to make way 
for an Evaſion of his own hereafter. I ſay, it is ab- 
ſurdly introduced, becauſe he owned juſt before, that 
© the Traditions we plead for, are OxI v ſuch as have 
& been received by all Chriſtians in all Places, and can 
© be traced up to the Primo-Primitive Apoſtolical 
| & Age.“ How then are we concerned in any other? 
The Truth is, we plead for no Traditions, but ſuch 
As are well atteſted to haye been of Apoſtolical a 
I» nal; 


riſtick Cup. And if we can prove the Mixture of 
Wine and Water in that Cup, to be a Point of which 
there never was any Doubt or Queſtion in the Church; 


pv 
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dal ; we rejett all Traditions whatſoever, that oontra- 


dict the Holy Scriptures of the Old and Ne Teſta- 
ment; we affirm, that whatever Tradition contra- 
dits the Holy Scriptures, cannot be of Apoſtolical 
Original; and that it is impoſſible for a Tradition tru- 


ly Apoſtolical to contradict the Holy Scriptures. 


We proceed now to the Mixture of the Eucha- 


that ti is was the Matter of the Cup in the Euchariſt, 


as the ſame was frequented by the good Fathers of 


the Primitive Church, and always practiſed by all Chri- 


ſtians of all Times and Places in Catholick Commu- 


nion, and that no Beginning can be aſſigned to it later 


than the Inſtitution: It will follow by the Principles 


before laid down, that it was co-eval with the lnſtitu- 
tion; that it was delivered to the Church by the Apo- 
ſtles with the Inſtitution itſelf; and, in a word, that 
it was inſtituted and commanded by our Lord Jeſus 
Chrift, the High Prieſt of our Profeſſion. ' And on the 
other hand, if we can prove the Uſe of mere Wine in 
the Cup to have been a thing unheard of in the 
Church for the firſt and pureſt Ages; if we can ſhew 
its Beginning to have been late, and prove it to have 
been introduced by a particular Se& among them- 
ſelves, upon no warrafitable Pretence, in Oppoſition 
to conſtant Practice of the Univerſal Church, and that · 
under the Circumſtances of Cenſure and Condemnation 
by the whole Church, as ſoon as it became known; then 


- It will follow alſo, that the Uſe of mere Wine in the 


Sacramental Cup is an Innovation, utterly unjuſtifia- 
ble by any Principles of Chriſtianity. 

In order hereto, I lay down this Poſition, that what- 
ever was the Matter or the Ingredients of the Cup 
which our Lord himſelf uſed at the Inſtitution; that, 
and no other, ought to be the Matter of the Sacra- 
mental Cup, whenſoever the Holy Euchariſt is cele- 


brated in the Church. 


-.* 


2 


imply, either that there was no Water in the Cu 
or that Chriſt did not make it a neceſſary eſſential 
Fart af bis Inſtitutiang. * 


. 6&3 AL MI SD att as 2 | 
How wavering are theſe Gentlemen in their Sen- 


timents ! They are afraid to aſſert, and yet dare not 


deny. But What if 4% Fruit of the Vine does not ne- 


ceſſarily imply either of theſe two things? Then the 


Argument taken from that Expreſſion (which is the 


onlp one our Adverſaries have) is of no Force againſt 
the Neceſſity of the Mixture.  Lobſerye therefore, in 
the firſt-place, that thoſe Words, I will drink no more 


of | this Fruit of the Vine, &c. ſeem no Part of the In- 


ſtitutian. In S. Lale, that Expreſſion is uſed before 


the laſtitution, and relates to another Cup, Which 


preceded the Sacramental, Luke xxii. 16. Cc. A 


as the Words ſtand in S. Aatthem and S. Mark, they 


come after the Inſtitution, and imply no Command, 
but only a Promiſe of drinking the Fruit of the Vine 
new with the Diſciples in the Kingdom. Whereas 
the Matter of the Cup (whatever it were) was inſti- 


tuted with an expreſs Command. This Cup [that is, 


the Contents of this Cup] is wy Blood, which 55 hed 
for you and for many; this de ye, 4s oft as ye drink it, "it 

Remembrance of me. The Matter af the Cup therefore, 
which our Lord uſed, is poſitively inſtituted, with- 


„ - - A. 
E. Your: Poſition is not granted; “ for, be ſays, - 
in the Hiſtory of the Inſtitution, we find not the 
« leaſt Hint ef any thing more in the Cup, than l 
Fruit the Vine, Mat- xx vi- 29. which muſt needs 


out any Difference or Diſtinction with reſpect to the 
Ingredients; ſo that unleſs we have the ſame Iagre- 


dients which he uſed, we cannot be ſure we have the 
Cup which he appointed; or rather we may be ſure 


we have it not; for he evidently appointed his own 
Cup. And if there was Wine and Water in that Cup, 
(of which we have as good Evidence, as of the Canon 
of the Holy Scripture itſelf) the Water was as plainly 


inſtituted as the Wine; the whole Matter of the ns | 


bring moſt evidently the Subject of the Inſtitution a 


Command, 


/ 


4 
«_ ln Zo LENSES a e 6 1 * 3 


SS a LY „ a 


** 2 * 
4 3 15 - N q 8 * e . 3 n 2 — p 9 
8 < * 7 * „ Sx . F 2 Py - 7 o »S . n * 9 
. 17 
. . . N * '» 3 - 
3 «4 —_ * s « * 1 
- 


Commend, and therefore unalterable by any humane 
+ Authority. -. 1 AgAT af; 4511483" stens 
But, Secondly; granting that the Expreſſion, Fus 
the Vine, as it ſtands in S. Aſart hem and S. A, 
relates to the Matter of the Sacramental Cup I ob- 
ſerve to you farther, that the eſſion is Figurativey 
and uſed by our Saviour to fignity a Mixture of Wine 
nd Water. If we were to take it in the literal Senſe, 
it does not neceſſarily imply that there was no Water 
in the Cup, which was inſtituted before theſe Words 
were ſpoken, becauſe it may not neceſſarily relate to 
the whole Ingredients of our Lord's Cup; but in the 
Language which our Lord ſpoke, this Phraſe vas uſed 
Figuratively to ſignify Wine mix'd with Water; and 
therefore ſince we have otherwiſe full Evidence that 
thoſe were the Ingredients. of our Lord's Cup, the 
Fruit of the Vine muſt neceſſarily have the ſame Signi- 
fication here. It is highly reaſonable to take out "I 
Lord's Words in the Senſe he uſed them. He ſpoke 
the Language of the Jews, and complied with the 
Cuſtoms of his own Nation, ſo far as they were law- 
ful and innocent, and particularly at the Paſchal So- 
lemnity: And the Expreſſion Fruit of the Vine being 
fed in the Jewiſh Language, and at the Paſſover, to 
ſignify Wine mix'd with Water, our Lord did by the 
_ fame Words certainly mean the ſame thing; and 

then it will follow, by our Adverfaries own' way of 

arguing, that our Lord has told us that he deſigned to 

have the Euchariſtick Cup celebrated in Water as well 

as Wine, or ina Mixture of both together. *Tis cer- 

tain that the Paſchal Cups were always to be mix'd 

with Wine and Water, and when fo mix'd (and not 
| before) they were bleſſed with the Bleſſing of the 

Friut of the Vine. 98 

L. * Suppoſing the Paſchal Cup to be mix'd, it fol- 

% lows not that Chriſt's was neceſſarily ſo; becauſe 

« he did not inſtitute the Euchariſt till the Paſchal. 

< Supper was over, and ſo what Cup he uſed cannot 


bse inferr'd from what bad gone before it. 
N e C, There 
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Ci. There is no Mention of any new. Provifion 
brought in after the Paſchal Supper was over, and 
= therefore we have no Reaſon to queſtion but that our 

Lord made uſe of that which the Diſciples had before 
prepared. And that our Lord uſed à Paſchal Cup, may I © 
be inferrd from S. Paul's calling the Euchariſtick Cup 2 
the Cup' of Bleſſins, (1 Cor. x. 16.) by which Name . 
the third Cup in the Paſſover was peculiarly called; 
which ſnews that our Lord adopted a Paſchal Cup to 
be the Cup of the Euchariſt, and that his Laſt Supper 
went upon a Conformity with the Paſſover. This 
Cup of Bleſſing was a Cup of the Fruit of the Vine; and 
if the Cup of the Fruit of the Vine was mix'd, our 
Lord's Cup muſt certainly have been ſoo. 
I. The Abridger's Argument is this: “ It is im- 
4 poſſible for you to prove that our Saviour uſed the 
e mix'd Paſchal Cup, Firſt, becauſe our Saviour did 
not inſtitute the Euchariſt till the Paſchal Supper 
was over; and, Secondly, becauſe the Paſchal Cups 
4 themſelves were not neceſſarily to be mix'd; for a 
Jem did his Duty, tho? he uſed pure Wine at the 
« Paſſover. ys fy 6-3 i £1 
C. That our Saviour uſed a Paſchal Cup, is plain from 
his uſing the Cup of Bleſſing, or of the Fruit of the 
Vine; and that a Few could not perform his Duty in 
mere Wine, appears from hence, that they reckoned 
the Water with the Wine an Emblem 'of their Free- 
dom, and that their Reſcue from. Egyptian Slavery was 
not repreſented without it. The Jewiſh Maxim was 
this, That whoſoever drank the Paſchal Cups of pure 
Wine, he indeed had done his Duty about drinking 
Wine, but he had not done his Duty about ſetting 
forth their Freedom; and conſequently had not done his 
whole Duty ; which ſhews thatthe Paſchal Cups were 
 neccffrily to be mix'd. If therefore our Lord obſerved 
the Cuſtom of his own Nation in celebrating the Paſſo- 
ver; if he made uſe of the Paſchal Proviſion for the 
Eachariſt, and ſettled that Sacrament upon a Reſem- 
blance with the other, (which cannot reaſonably be 
$237; K. 4 | & 2 denied) 
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denied he certainly uſed a mix d cup at the [nſtitu- 


tion of the Euchariſt. | | 
I. But the Abridger ſays, that 40 if we mould — 


« ſo liberal as to grant (what it is impoſſible for you 
« to prove) that our Saviour uſed the mix'd Paſchal 
& Cup, it will no more prove the Neceſſity of the Mix- 
u ture, than his uſing the Paſchal — — Bread 
« will the Neceſſity of unleavened Bread. _ 

C. The Caſe is by no means parallel: For, firſt, 
Bread is the ſame Subſtance, Whether it be leavened 
or unleavened; but mere Wine is not the ſame Sub- 
ſtance with Wine and Water. Secondly, It is not 


roved that our Lord uſed unleavened Bread; it is a 


thing which has long been the Subject of Diſpute ; | 
whereas that he uſed and inſtituted the Mixture, was 
never queſtioned. or doubted of in the Church for 


many hundreds of Years. And thirdly, the Word . 


by which the inſtituted Bread is expreſs'd in the Holy 
Scriptures and in the Writings of the moſt Ancient 
Chriſtians, is never uſed to ſignify unleavened Bread, 
but ſuch Bread as is uſual to be eaten. On the other 
hand, the Word Fruit of the Vine, which our Adver- 
aries uſe to expreſs the Matter of the inſtituted Cup, 
was uſed in the Language of our Lord to bnify 4 


Mixture of Wine and Water. 
L. « But there being a poſitive Command of God, 


that with unleavened. Bread and bitter Herbs they 
„ ſhould eat it, Exod. xii. 8. we cannot imagine that 

& he would, in direct Coatradiction thereta, make 

« uſe of leavened Bread. | 
C. The whole Verſe is this; And they ſhalt eat the 


Heſh in that Night, roaſt with Fire, and Rv Acorn Bread, 
aud with bitter Herbs ſhall they eat it. Is not the Com- 


mand of God as politive in this very Text for the 
Time of keeping the Paſſover, as for the unleavened 
Bread? Can we then imagine our Lord had leſs Power 
to diſpenſe with unleavened Bread, than with the 
Time of Eating it ? Yet your Author ſays, the 
Time of our Saviour's keeping the Paſſover is 
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. 
t fareiga to our preſent Purpoſe, becauſe it is a thing 
. much diſputed among Commentators.” And have 
Not there been as many Diſputes concerning the Bread, 

whether leavened or unleavened? Our Saviour wag 
_. Lord of the Paſſover, and might diſpenſe with his own 
= - poſitive Laws as he pleaſed; and as your Author has 
= not attempted to prove that he obſerved the poſitive 
Command with reſpect to the Time of keeping it, 
ſo that very Circumſtance makes it highly probable 
that he diſpenſed with the Law of unleavened Bread, 
which was by as poſitive a Command of God confined 
to the very Time preſcribed, viz. the fourteenth Day 
of the Month at Even. And that our Lord kept it the 
Day before I think is evident from John xvili. 28. 
How can your Abridger then ſo confidently aſſert, 
6 That it is more evident that it was Bread unleavened 
*4 which Chriſt gave to his Diſciples at the Euchariſt, 
© than that it was a mix'd Cup which he gave them 
as the Symbol of his Blood!  _ __ 
L. “ Becauſe in the Hiſtory of the Inſtitution we 
i fiad not the leaſt Hint of any thing more in the 
Cup, than the Fruit of the Vine. WE 
C. What the- Diſciples were commanded to eat as 
the Symbol of his Body, is called Bread, without any 
thing denoting its being unleavened; what they were 
commanded to drink as the Symbol of his Blood, is 
called the Fruit of the Vine. Our Lord ſpake the Lan- 
. guage of the Jews, in the uſe of which the Fruit of the 
Fine did ſignify Wine mix d with Water, they expreſſing 
mere Wine by the Fruit of the Tree. It was the general 
Cuſtom of the Jews to mix their Wine (which of itſelf 
Was too ſtrong and unſavoury) with Water, when- 
ever theydrank; and when mix'd; to bleſs particularly 
by the Name of the Fruit of the Vine; (for they 
thought it unlawful to enjoy any of God's Creatures 
| without bleſſing the Author of them) or if at any 
Ui time they drank it unmix'd, they bleſs'd it with the 
_ general Bleſſing of the Fruit of the Tree. But eſpe- 
| _  vlally at the Paſſover, their Cups were always- ** ; 
rent 39 Sigh of, FR racy 
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| they did not think they had done their Duty about 
ſetting forth their Freedom in mere Wine. Anek 
their Paſchal Cups thus mix d, (and not before) were 
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bleſſed with the Bleſſing of the Fruit of the Vine. 
IL. “ Tbis, he ſays, is a ſenſleſs Diſtinction with - 
4 out 4 Difference: For of what Tree but the Vine 
„ can Wine be called the Fruit? Or what Vine ever 
C produced Wine and Water? þis $1544 
The Gentleman is very liberal of his Epithets ! 


He might as well have ſaid there can be no ſuch thing 


as Figurative Expreſſions, or that the Idiom of al : 
Languages is the ſame, without any Difference. For 


the Diſpute is not, what the Vine produces, but 


what was the Meaning of this Expreſſion, the Fruit 
of the Vine, in the Jewiſh Language, and at the Paſo 
chal Solemnity. Upon conſulting the Ritual Books 
of the Jews, we find that Wine diluted. with Water 


was bleſſed by the Name of the Fruit of the Fine; and 


unleſs it was ſo diluted, it was not bleſs'd by that 
Name, but of the Fruit of the Tree. The Difference 
of the Liquors was the Reaſon of the Diſtinction of 
the Names. And as for the Mixture of Wine and 
Water being called the Fruit of the Vine, it is a Fi- 
gure of Speech common and allowed in all Languages, 
to call the Whole by the Name of the Principal Part. 
It was the Cuſtom of the Ancient Greeks to drink their 
Wine mix'd with Water, and yet they gave it the 
Name of Vine from the principal Ingredient. And 
why the Jews might not as well call ſuch a Mixture the 
Fruit of the Vine, is unaccountable. That in Fact they 


did fo, is evident from their Writings; and that our 


Lord uſed the Language of his own Nation, when he 
converſed among them, is undeniable. And the firſt 
Chriſtians, who had Means of knowing, and certainly 
did know. the Fact of the Inſtitution, and the true Im- 
port of every thing that was ſaid or done at it, under - 
ſtood this Phraſe of the Mixture; they poſitively aſſert 
that our Lord's Cup was mix'd, and the Practice of - 
the Church all along was agreeableto this Conſtrution. - 
o L. “ Inſtead 


L. & Inftead of pinning our Faith on ſuch an ab- 
ſurd Diſtinction, it would be much ſafer and better, 
+6: hefays, to follow S. Paul's Advice to Titus, Chap. 
1. 1. not to give Heed to Jewiſh Fables and Com- 

8; — Men that turn from the Truth. |. 
. This is a moſt diſingenuous and unjuſt Reflexion. 
The thing in Debate, is the Meaning of a Word or 
Phraſe, as uſed in the Language and on the Occaſion 
our Saviour ſpake it. To know this, we have Re- 
courſe” to that Language, and to the Cuſtoms of the 

People of that Time; and it appears from thence, 

that the Expreſſion Fruit of the Vine was uſed Figura- 

tively to denote Wine diluted, or mix'd with Water 
and that being the conſtant Uſe of the Word at the 

Paſchal Solemnity, we conclude (having withall other 

Evidence of the Thing) that our Saviour uſed the ſame 

Word in the ſame Senſe on the like Occaſion. This 

is a Method which all Learned Men agree to be very 

proper for explaining many Places in the New Teſta- 
ment, where there is a great deal of the Jewiſh Idiom 
retained. - Will any one then be fo extravagantly 
cenſorious, as to ſay we pin our Faith upon the Jewiſh 

Language or Cuſtoms, /becauſe we do this? Or is it 

not a manifeſt Wreſting of the HolyScriptures, to ap- 

ply to us that Prohibition of S. Paul? Our Lord him- 
felf inſtituted the Euchariſt; and his Inſtitution and 

Command alone is both the,Ground of our Faith and 
the Reaſon of our Obedience. But he being a Jew, 

and ſpeaking the Language of the Country where he 
lived, and alſo having inſtituted the Eychariſt at the 

Paſchal Solemnity, and in ſome meaſure in Confor- 

mity to it; what hinders but that we may learn from 

the Jewiſh Books, what was the Signification of a Paſ- 
chal Phraſe, without giving Heed to their Fables, or 
pinning our Faith upon them? The learned Mr. Wall, 
anſwering this Objection, puts a parallel Caſe, which 

I will give you in his Words: One of the main Arti- 
cles of our Faith (faith he) is, that Chriſt was 
S crucified; and fince Crucifying was a fort of Peath 

es nal! | 6 not 
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« not ordinarily vſed by the Jews, but by the Romans} 
4 (for it was the common Way by which any Roman 


« Slaves, guilty of any notorious Crimes, were ex 


«ecuted) we underſtand by Roman Writers what ſort 
« of Death it was, the Cruelty of it, the Form of 
. the Gibbet or Croſs to which they were nailed; &c.' 
“ more particularly than we do by the Words of Scri- 
« pture: And yet no body is ſo ſilly as to ſay we 
ground our Belief of that Article upon the Rm 
«Hiſtories. *Tis only the Uſe and proper Significa- 
« tion of the Word that we learn from them. 
IL. The Abridger ſays, The Talmud can be no 
« Rule to interpret Chriſt's Words, eſpecially when 
“ the Interpretation would make them Nonſenſe. 
C. This is a very free way of ſpeaking of our Lord's 
Words, and very unuſual among Chriſtians. But if 

the Phraſe Fruit of the Vine, as uſed in the Language and 
on the Occaſion our Lord ſpake, did ſignify Wine mid 
with Water, (which Way of ſpeaking is juſtifiable by 
a Figure of Speech common and allowed in all Lan- 
guages whatſoever) then an Imputation of ſomething 

worſe than Nonſenſe and Abſurdity; 'm afraid, will 
fall on thoſe who take upon them this ſtrange Liber- 
ty of Expreſſion. He himſelf allows, that the Word 
Vine may in an improper, that is a Figurative, Senſe 
be uſed for a Mixture of Mine and Mater; neither can 
he deny, that it was uſed by the Greeks in that Senſe 
by a known Figure of Speech; and why the Mixture 
of Wine and Water may not as well be called the Fut 
of the Vine, as be called Wine, this Gentleman has not 
pet diſcovered. | | Hun 
L.“ Had the Miſhna, the moſt valuable Part of 
* the Talmud, been conſulted, you had never been 
led, it ſeems, by the Authority of Dr, Lighrfoor into 
* this Miſtake; for the Talmud (he means the Miſhna): 
is as exprelly againſt you, he ſays, as we can wiſh. 
© Thereia we are told, that the Bleſſings uſed for the 
„Fruit of all other Trees, are, Bleſſed be thou that: 
* createſt the Fruit of the Tree ; but, for Wine, T' B 
: N eth. 
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&« that” crtateſt the Fruit of the Vine; and, that tho” 
Rabbi Elezer was of Opinion that this Bleſſing was 
not to be uſed till the Wine was wir d, yet the 
Wife Men bleſſed it before, and that the Deciſion 
* was according to the Wiſe Men. This proves that 
in your own dear Talmud, the Fruit of the, ine ſig- 
4 nifies mmi d Hin... at; 
C. It tems the Talmud (as full as it is of Jewiſh Fa- 
bles) is of ſome Value with theſe Gentlemen; and 
one Part of it at leaſt dearer to them, than the Whole 
is tous for I never knew any of his Adverſaries wiſh 
an thing about it we conſult it only as you would 
do a Dictionary, to kiow the Meaning of a Word- 
But he might have known, and ought to have told his 
KReader, that the AMiſbna had been conſulted; and 
this very Book, which he boaſts to be fo expteſly 3 
gainſt us, expreſly declares that the Paſchal Cups were 
conſtantly mix'd before they were brought to him that 
' _ officiated, and conſequently before he pronounced 
oper them the Bleſſing of the Fruit of the Vine; and 
. therefore the Bleſſing: of the Fruit of the Vine muſt 
relate to mid Wine. And the Opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezet, that this Bleſſing was not to be uſed till the 
Wine was mix'd; was deciſive againſt the Wiſe Men; 
for the Talmud aſſures us, that the learned Jews agreed 
with Rabbi Z/rezer, that the Cup of Bleſſing is not to 
have the Benediction of the Fruit of the Vine pro- 
nounced over it, till *tis mix'd with Water, The 
Bleffiag of Wine alone (when it happen'd) was com- 
mon with the Fruit of all other Trees; but when 
mix'd with Water, *twas then, and not till then, 
bleſſed by the peculiar Name of the Fruit of the Vine. 
Andi the Miſhna itſelf declares concerning Rabbi Eli- 
_ ezer, That if all the Wiſe Men of Iſrael were to be 
put into one Scale of a Balance, and Rabbi Eliexer 
in the other, he would out- weigh them all. 
L. But whatever you can prove from the Talmud, 
the Abridger thinks the Judgment of S. Ba and 


8. Chryſoſtom would be of more Weight to deter- 
& W 


* 


* Link 
- 


« mine the Senſe of our £17] ws Words: The firſt of 
4 "whotn"calls'the Cup, before the Mixture, the Fro: 
« of the Nine; and the latter on fat. xx vi. 29% n - 

4 preſs Words aſſerts, that! ow Sνẽñ made uſe * | 

* Een, ſuch as the Vine [haps Th tern the Vine 

rodaces Wine, not Water. 

* 2 If the judgment of S. Baſil and 8. Chryſoſtom be 
ſufficient to determine the Senſe of our Saviour's 
Words, then | hope it! will be qufficient to determine 
the Opinion of this Gentleman and his Party, and that 
they will ſtand to theſe Fathers Determination, Now; 
it is moſt certain, that the judgment of both theſes 
illoſtrious Perſons was the ſame with that of the-whole - 
Catholick Church in this Point; that both of them 
practiſed the Mixture, and aſſerted it to have heen 
uſed and inſtituted by our Saviour himſelf. But letz 
us conſider w bat he alledges from each of them. The 

ö firſt,” S. Baſil (he ſays) calls the Cup, before the Mix- 

| ture, the Fruit of the Vine. The Abridger has neither 
given you the Words of this Father, nor told where 
to find them; but 1 deſire you will remember that the 
Paſſage he referrs to is in S. Baſils Liturgy; the Words 
are theſe; Likewiſe having taken, MixeD, euchariſtixed, 
bleſſed, ard: ſanſtiſied the © up of the Fruit of the Vine; 

he gave it to his Holy Diſciples, &c. Theſe Words do 
Para phraſtically recite the Hiſtory of the laſtitation, 
and the Father does here expreſly teſtify that our 
Lord mix'd his Cup before he conſectated it, and gave 
it to the Diſciples; and it is evident from S. Mat- 
thew and S. Mark, that our Lord called it the Fruit 
of the Vine, after he had given it to his Diſciples, and 

- conſequently after it was mix'd. The Cup ia S. Baſ#'s 

Liturgy was mix'd alſo, before the Hiſtory of the In- 

ſtitution was recited, and our Lord's Authority. is there 

alledged for this Uſage: So that upon the whole, as 

S. Baſil muſt be underſtood to have called it the Fruit 

of the Vine, with regard to the Mixture, to the 

whole Contents of the Euchariſtized Cup; ſo his ex- 
preſs Declaration for the Mixture, as uſed and — 
| D tute 
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tated by our Lord; will determine zgainſt our Adver-- 
aries the Senſe of our Saviour's Words to Mine di- 


1 len, or mix'd with Water. Wee 5 * n 
As for S. Chryſoftom, he argues in the Place alledged 
ainſt thoſe Hereticks who admiagiſtred the Cup in 
ater only; and where he was pleading for the Ne- 
_ cefſity of Wine, he had nvOccaſion to prove: the NeceG 
. Myof Water wich it, becauſe that was a thing univer- 
fally allowed and practiſed ;; there neither were there, 
nor ever had been any Chriſtians in the whole Church, 
that were known to \4dminifter the Cup without 
Water mix'd with Wine: There had been no Queſtion, 
or Doubt of the Neceſſity of Water with the Wine 
za the Cup; and this Father himſelf uot only practiſed 
the Aixture, aud preſcibed it in his Liturgy as the 
inſtituted Matter of the Cap, but afferted it to have 
been uſed and inſtituted by our Lord, and that it was 
et ns — of that Blood and Water which 
flowed from our Saviour's Side, -when'/pierced on the 
Croſs.” That his Words prove Wine to be eſſential 
to the Cup, is granted, but that he did not deſign 
thereby to exclude Water from the Cup, but thought 
the Water to be as eſſential as the Wine, is certain 
both from this Father's own Doctrine and Practice, 
and from the Declaration of the ſixth General Coun- 
cil who vindicated his true Meaning againſt the Miſ- 
conſtruction of the Armenians. The Armenians, who 
firſt began the Uſe of mere Wine, in the Seventh Cen- 
tury, had no Pretence for their novel Practice, but 
bal this ſingle Paſſage of S. Chryſeſtom; and the Fa- 
thers aſſembled in that Council, condemning their 
unwarrantable Practice, charge them with Miſcon- 
ſtruction for interpreting it to the Senſe our Oppoſers 
now contend for: They declare that S. Chryſoftom, ar- 
guing in this Place againſt the Aquarians, who uſed 
Water only in the Cup, does by no means teach the 
Lawfulneſs of Offering mere Wine; for that would 
have been contradictory to his own Practice and 


averred Sentiments, and oppoſite to the Uſage of — 
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whole Church from the Beginnla „in which this Cu- 
ſtom was always obſerved, as of Divine inſtitation. 
I think we have now gone thro? every thing the A. 
bridger has produced for his Senſe of the Fruit of rhe Vine,” 
that looks like an Argument; for as to his Objections 


concerning the ſuppoſed Silence of the Evangeliſts as to 


Water, they are ſo trifling as well as groſly miſre- 
preſenting the Senſe of his Adverſaries, that I be- 


lieve you will not think them worth your Notice. 


Vou will be able yourſelf to inferr from what has been 


ſaid, that however thoſe Words, the Fruit of «rhe Vue, 
may ſound in our own or any other Language, yet as 


uſed by our Saviour, they do not neceſſarily imply ei- 
ther that there was no Water in his Cup, or that 
Chriſt did not-make it a neceſſary eſſential Part of his 
Inſtitution : But on the other hand, that they do cer- 
tainly imply, both that there was Water as well as 


Wine in his Cup; and by our Ad verſaries own way of 


arguing, that they were both together equally inſtituted 
as the neceſſary eſſential Matter of the Cup: Aud 
therefore that the Water may be no more omitted 
than the Wine. * e * 
IL. This was put by way of Qneſtion, F Water 
may be omitted, why not Wine? And the Abridger re- 
plies, © Becauſe Chriſt plainly tells us, that what he 
« appointed to repreſeat his Blood, was the Fruit of 
« the Vine; but as he ſays not one Word of Mater, 
* fo neither have you the leaſt ſhadow of Proof that 
« he uſed it. | | | 
C. 1 have ſhewn you that the Fruit of the Vine was 
uſed Fignratively at the Paſſover, for Wine that was 
mix'd with Water; and never, in the Language our 


Saviour ſpake, for mere Wine: And therefore by that 
'Expreflioa Chriſt told his Diſciples plainly enough, 


that what he appointed to repreſent his Blood, was 
Wine mix'd with Water. They being native Jews, 
who underſtood his Language, and ſaw what he did, 


muſt have underſtood him to ſpeak to them as plainly 


of the Water as of the Wine; both of which were 
Wm” D 2 always 
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always implied in that Expreſſion; and conſequently 
that the one was as eſſential to the Cup as the other; 
and that they who omitt Water, may with as much Rea- 
ſon omitt Wine too, and miniſter the Sacrament with 
ANY other Materials of their own Invention. Thus 
Lhriſt told the Apoſtles, that Wine and Water was 
his Cup; the Apoſtles made no Secret of it, but told 
it to the firſt Chriſtians; the firſt Chriſtians told ic to 


thoſe who came after them; and ſo it came to be told 


to us. In ſhort, the Language and Cuſtoms of the 
Jews, to which our Lord vouchſafed to conform him- 
ſelf in this Caſe, give Evidence to our Senſe of thoſe 
Words; the Teſtimony of the whole Catholick Church, 
the united Suffrage of Fathers, Liturgies, and Coun- 
Cils, agree with one Conſent to confirm the Truth of 
the Fact, that our Lord uſed and inſtituted - Wine 
mix d with Water to repreſent his Blood. All this 
W as been produced at large, and laid open before the 
World in the Courſe of this Coatroverſy ; and with 
all equal Judges, this will appear to be mach more 
than a Shadow, even a ſubſtantial Proof and undeni- 
able Evidence, that our Lord uſed and inſtituted 
Water as well as Vine in his Euchariſtick Cup. 9 
IL. Vou have hitherto taken no Notice of his An- 
ſwers to thoſe Texts of Scripture, whereby the Proof 
of the Mixture is ſupported by his Adverſary: The 
firſt of them is, Prov. ix. 1, 2, G c. Wiſdom bath built 
de her Houſe ſhe bath k. led her Beaſts, ſhe hath 
% mingled her Wine ſhe ſaith to bim that wanteth 
* Underſtanding, Come eat of my Bread, and drink of 
* the Wine which I have mingled. This is ſaid to be 
interpreted of the Euchariſt, by the beſt Expoſitors, 
* and to prove the Neceſſity of the Mixture: To which 
the Abridger anſwers, that this Argument is found- 
** ed on a Miſtake, which thro' this whole Controver- 
** ſy you frequently run into: Where-ever you meet 
* with thoſe Greek, Latin, or Hebrew Words, which 
are ſometimes properly render'd a Mixture, 19 
© mingle, &c. you imagige that they muſt OP 
* | ee have 


** 


* 


— 
- 
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« have the fame Signification; whereas the Learned i 


d if 
ignify 


«thoſe Languages aſſert, that they 1 e | 
his has 


1% no more than to pour, out, to give 10 drink. 


been confirmed from Rev. xiv. 10. and xviii. 6. &. ſo 


that, it cannot be evident, that this Text in Proverbs 
ought not to be ttanſlated, ſhe harh poured gut ber 
Wine——— and drink. of the Wine which I have poured ' 
OUR nal akin om ages aaa {3 hat rs 1 8 
C. But juſt befqre he defired not to be puzzled 
with Criticiſms about the Senſe of Words in the 
Learned Languages, and now he is puzzling himſelf 
with them. As for the Texts in Proverbs, our Tran- 
ſlators underſtood the Words to ſignify a Mixture; 
and why their Authority is not as good for the Ver- 
ſion. of theſe Txxts as for thoſe in the Revelation, he 
has not been pleaſed to tell you. All other Verſions 
render both the one and the other Places by a Word 
which primarily ſignifies a Mixture, and not 44 N 
ing out or giving to drink. He himſelß does not deny, 
that the Text in Proverbs is interpreted of the Euchariſt 
dy the beſt Expoſitors; and it is certain that 8. ri an 
quotes this Text te prove our Lord's inſtituted Cup to 
have been mix'd: “ The mix d Wine (ſays he, ſpeak- 
ing of this Paſſage in the Proverbs) © prophetically 
« declares the Lord's Cup mix d of Wine and Water. 
IL. „ But you cannot deny it to be the Idiom of 
«thoſe Languages, to expreſs mixing, pouring out, and 
giving to drink, by the fame Words. N 
C. What can be inferx'd from hence, if it were ſo? 
Put this Argument into Syllogiſm, and "twill make 
ſuch a Figure as that he has formed upon the Teſtimo- 
ny of Juſtin Martyr; tis this: | 
\'-; The ſame Words which properly ſignify to mix, 
ſignify alſo ſometimes to pour our, or to give to drink. 
But they ſignify to hour outs or to give to drink. 
Ergo, They do not ſignify to mix. | 
For if they do ſignity to mix, tis plain they ſpoil 
his hole Argument, The Fruth is, if the 2 
WHAIC 


8 a Xa 
which, primarily Ggnify to mix, be ſometimes uſed by 
the Ancients Figuratively for pouring out, wt ac to 
drink, twas only becauſe the Liquor poured out or 
given to drink, was a mix d Liquor. The general 
.Cuſtom of the Ancients to drink their Wine mix'd 
with Water, was the Reaſon of that way of ſpeaking 


I. „ Another Scripture Proof for the Mixture, is 


« taken, it ſeems, from the End of the Inſticution of 
the Sacrament, which being to ſhew forth the Lord's 
Deb till be come, the Cup muſt be ſuppoſed to re. 
«preſent his Blood ſhed in ſuch a manner, as to ma- 


s  nifeſt the Reality of his Death: But the Blood and 


„Mater which flowed out of our Saviour's Heart, 
« when the Soldier pierced his Side with a Speat, 
< was. a Demonſtration of his being truly Dead: 
This therefore is the ſhedding of our Lord's Blood, 
e which we are to-repreſent in the Euchariſt, and 
© ſince Water flowed out of his Side at the ſame time, 
_ © we cannot ſhew forth the Reality of his Death, but 
.< bya Cupof Wine and Water. 
. Does your Author deny this? The Ancient Chri- 
ſtiabs did agree that the mix'd Cup repreſented the 
Blood and Water which flowed out of our Saviour's 
Side when pierced on the Croſs. | 

I. He does not expreſly deny it: But he denies 
4e that the flowing of the Blood and Water was the 


„ Cauſe of Chriſt's Death, becauſe he was actually 


4 dead before, ali Hl from S. John's Goſpel. © 

C. No body ever ſaid, or thought that it was the 
Cauſe of Chriſt's Death; but rather than not make 
Himſelf Matter of Triumph, he inſinuates a Falſhood, 


as if ſome of his Adverſaries had aſſerted it; where- 


as it was only aſſerted, that this was a Demonſtration 
of the Reality of his Death, or of his being truly dead. 

L. He is ſorry to find a Clergyman fo groſly ig- 
© norant of this important Part of Scripture · Hiſtory, 
40 aaa ano, ſuch a fatal * 20 to * 
2 tively ane conhd ONAdENTLY, L Not ing can de- 
Dr 
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A 


. monſtration of his being rl y dead, 70 on 


« heen dead b 


dead. As to the 


. 
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« before, and excluſive of which, the Holy Gh 
« witneſſes him to have been au dead,” © BS 
C. Dr. Hammond's Authority was alledged for . this 


Expoſition, whoſe Words are theſe : * This Flowing 


« of Water wy Blood was an Evidence and De- 


4 Wound 171 ſufficient f that, if he had 
ore, ver. 33.) and ſo the Confutation 


« of moſt Herefckz of the firſt A Ages, es, which * 

« him to have ſuffered Death only in e 

And as for the Holy Gholt's witneſſing our Lord to 
ye been actually dead before the Wound in his Side, 

it confirms the Argument of Dr. Hammond, thut the 


i 


Flowing of Blood and Water from his Side afterwards 
was the Demonſtration of, the Realit by of his Death; 
for ſure there neyer was Jet a Demonſtration or Evi- 
dence given of any one's Death, hefore he was actually 
* Opinion of the athers, they tau 1 
that the Blood and Water which flowed from our Sav 
our's Side, was the Arch-Type of the Afxtwrein the Eu- 
chariſtick Cup; and that — ic Lord's Paſſion, which we 
are to commemorate and ſhew forth in the Euchariſt, 
could not be rightly repreſented without it. 
IL. Who among them uſed a mix d Cup, and on 
&« what Grounds, we ſhall ſee, he fays, when We 
4 come to their Teſtimonies. 
C. s not this an Inſinuation that ſome of them aid 
not uſe a, mix'd Cup? And yet you will ſee that he 
has not produced one Proof that any of them ever 


uſed or allowed of an unmix'd Cup. 


Before we come to Perticolars, I would obſerve to 


you. Iwo or three things i in general : 
1. That ia the earlieſt Notice we have of the Mat- 


ter of the Euchariſt, we find the Univerſal Church in 


the Practice of the Mixture, as Eſſential to the Cup. 


2. That tho” there were ſeveral old Hereticks who 
adminiſtred the Cup in Water only; yet the Uſe of 


Wine alone was never KNOW or heard of in the m 
Primitive 


_ 
oy 
I 
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Pricative Times, either 3 1 The 05 Sure or without it; 
no, not for the firſt 1506 Years. 5 

ug only among the Armenians, ; 
| + 8+ That whereas ſeveral of the! priinitive Father? 

Writing againſt. thoſe who uſed Water alone in the 
ee do inſiſt erg ſuch Arguments as prove the 

Neceſſity of Wine; our Adverfaries, to thke Ad van- 

tag eh Exprèſſ ns, repreſtnt it as the Opinion 

of foch Fathers, that Wine only was neceſſary in the 
Buchert Cup „ "notwithſtanding it be notori- 
ous, that 1 not only practiſed the Mixeure them- 
ſelves, it upon this Principle, that both Wine 
and Water 2 the inſtituted Matter 9 the Cup, they 
having no occaſion. to prove the Net ſiry-of Water, 
whilſt there was no body, either among Catholicks 
or Hereticks, that denied it. 

That the Neceſſity. of the Mixture was ſo uhren 
Glly received, and ſd firmly believed in the Church, 
that thoſe later Hexeticks, who began the Uſe of mere 
Wine, were condemned for ſuch their Innovation and 
N on, As. well as thoſe who before them had uſed 

8 in the Sacrament. 

| 1455 elt of thoſe Fathers, whoſe Writings are now 
extant, who gives an Account of the Chriſtian Wor- 
hip, and exprcſly mentions the Matter of the Eucha- 
riſt, is & Fuſtin Martyr in his Apology for the Chriſtians, 
written in the Year 140, that is, =ichin leſs than for- 
ty Vears after the Death of the Apoſtle S. John. That 
you may be the better able to judge of this Father's 

Teſtimony, I will new you the Paſſage at length; 
which is this : “ After the Believer is baptized, and 
© ſo incorporated or made one with us, we lead him 
© to the Congregation of the Brethren, as we call 
« them; and then with great Fer vency pour out our 
6 Souls in Common-Prayers, both for ourſelves and 
cc for the Perſon baptized, and for all others all the 
& World over.—Prayers being over, we ſalute each 

© other with a Kiſs: After this, Bread and a Cup of 
«© Wine WY Water are en to the Preſident or 
0 « Biſhop, 


_ 


er Chrift, except- Y« 
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L op, which he takes, and offers up Praiſe, and - 


© Glory to the Father of all things through the Name | 
of his 550 and, Holy SR So den offers" the 
« Enchariſt, with Conſectatory Prayer of mote than 
« ordinary Length, far bis vouchſafing us worthy of | 
; theſe Things. When the Biſhop fias finiſ J the 
t Prayers and Euchariſt, ,or Confecration, alf the 
People preſent conclude with an andible Voice, ſay- 
ing, Amen; now Amen in the Hebrew T ongat is, 
© ſo be it. The Euchariſtical Office, or Opn Tggs 
being thus performed by the Biſhop, aud concluded 
© with the Acclamation of all the People, thole we 
call Deacons diſtribute to every one preſent to pat- 


* 


« take of this euchariſtized of conſecrated Brea, and 
i Wine and Water, and then they carry it to the 
+ Abſent. This Food we call the EFuchariſt, of which 
none are allowed to be Partakers, but ſuch only as 
ate true Believers, and have been baptized —and - 
* do jlive according to Chriſt's Precepts; for , do 
« not take this as common Bread and common Drink, 
but are taught that this Food, which'is conſecrated 
4 by Prayer, is the Fleſh and Blood of the Incarnate 
* Jeſus. For the Apoſtles, in their Commentaries 
called Goſpels, have left this Command upon Re- 
* cord, That Jeſus took Bread, and when he had ellcha- 
* riſtized, er Heſſed it, he ſaid,” Do this in Comm mo- 
ration ef me, for this is my Body : And in like mmmmr 
6 he took the Cup, and when be had euchariſtized, or | 
* bleſſed it, he ſaid, This is my Blood, and delivered it 
to them. 8 ly Fn ki Van 
« And in every Euchariſtical Sactifice, we bleſs the 
Maker of all Things through his Son Feſus Chriſt, 
WY? and-.through the Holy Spirit: And upon the Day 
called Sunday, all that live either in Cities or Villages 
a meet, together. at the ſame Place, where the Wri- 
tings of the Apoſtles and, Prophets are read, as much 
as Time will give leave: WhentheReader has done, 
the Biſhop, makes a Sermon, wherein he inſtruQs 
: the People, and animates them to the Practice of 
A E, : « ſuch 
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A ſuch lovely Precepts. Then we alt rife up togethedlſs 
and pray; and Prayers being over, as 1 now fai 
4 there, is Bread, and Wine and Water offered 3 anc 
the Biſhop, as before, makes Prayers and Thank 
, givings, 3. e. performs the Conſecration- Office wit 
all the Fervency he is able; and the People conclud 
all with the joyful Acclamation of Amer. Then th 
Conſecrated Elements ate diſtributed to, and par 


taken of by all that are preſent, and ſent to th 


; New Abſent by the Hands of the Deacons. 


8 


From this Paſſage you may obſerve, that the Me 
tr ſpeaks of the Conſecration of Wine and. Water | 
the Euchariſtick Cup, without any Note of Differen 
dor Diſtinction between them, in Point of Neceſſi 
but that they were both equally euchariſtized or cf 
ſecrated in the ſame Cup, and diſtributed to all tl 


4 Ez 


1 People. 55 . 88 
2 That he ſpeaks of the Mixture of the Cup, A 
the Practice of the whole Church, without the lealWw: 
{Intimation that it was otherwiſe celebrated in his ouFtu 
or any time precediig. © 
3. That he appeals to the Tradition of the Apoſtle 
for what he had ſaid of the Euchariſt, and declare 
that they were commanded. by our Saviour to obſer 
the ſame. He ſays expreſly, that Bread and a Cup 
Vine and Water were conſecrated ; that this Conſt 
crated Food was called the Fuchariſt; that this Euch 
riſt was not received by Chriſtians as common Mez 
and Drink, but as the Fleſh and Blood of the Inc vs 
nate Jeſus; and as the Reaſon of this, he producyſtio 
the lnſtitution and Command of our Lord as deliver} * 
by the Apoſtles z, from whence it is evident, that Wehe 
- Juſtin ſpeaks of the Matter as well as Form of the Hh 
_ chariſt, being an Apoſtolical Tradition, and as the UlWPro 
- Inſtitution, and Command of our Lord himſelf. Icha 
I. The Abridger © thinks the Argument from Ju tor 
„ Teſtimony needs, no other Confutation, but to te 
put into Syllogiſm, and then it will ſtand thus: Wa 
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ethe 
ſaidſ of the Euchariſt, muſt needs be co- eval to the In- 
au ſtitution. | 
ank 
* Wit! 
clud 
n th 
| par 
O the 


« have been in Uſe in the Church of Paleſtine above, 
a hundred Years after the Inſtitution of the Eu. 
f chariſt: Ergo, 


© ſtitution. | 

C. I appeal to you, whether this Syllogiſin, repre - 
ſeats either the Senſe of the Martyr in the Paſſage I 
have produced, or the Argument taken from his Te- 
ſtimony. It needs no other Confutation, than the 


bf- which, 1 think, may be repreſented in this Syl- 
lgiſm. 


vas inſtituted by Ears or. co-eval with the Taſti- 
sou tution. 


oft viz. Wine and Water] which 8. Juſtin. affirms to 
Whave been in Uſe in the Catholick Church in his Time, 
vas the ſame that was delivered to her by the Apo- 
up tles. Ergo, 

The Matter of 60 Euchariſtick Cup, Lv. Wine and 


the Catholick Church in his Time, was the ſame that 
was inſtituted by Chriſt, or co-cyal with the luſtitu- 
tion. 

The Major or firſt Propoſition will not be denied; 
be ſecond is proved by the Teſtimony of the Martyr, 
ho declares, that the Principle upon which the Church 
Wproceeded, both as to the Matter and Form of the Eu- 
chariſt, was the Apoſtolical Tradition of the Inſtitu- 


uff tion; and appeals to their Commentaries or Goſpels. 
to to prove that the conſecrated Bread, and Wine and | 
Water, were inſtituted by Co ro be his Myſtical 10 


« That which was in Uſe in the Church of 5. 
6 leſtine above a hundred Years after the Inſtitution 


« But the Alber. is affirmed by Tuſtin Martyr to 


« The Mixture muſt needs be 2 with the In- 3 


Words of Juſtin, which I have read to you; the Senſe. 


The Matter of the Euchariſtick Cup, which, the ; 
A poſtles delivered to the Church, was the ſame that . 


But the Matter of the inſtituted Euchariſtick Cups. 


Water] which Juſtin affirms to have been in Uſe in 
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Anurture has both Apoſtolick Practice and Divine Fre- 
cept to warrant the Neceſſity of it. 


4s he is pleaſed to expreſs himſelf. But fince he has, 


fary, I will, for your Satisfaction, attempt the Proof of 
what he is ſo ſure can never be proved; which, | 


Mar 
ſtituted by Chrift, or co-eval with the laſtitution. 


I imagine | may be able to inform him, where he may 
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| om w hence it follows, (contrary to th 
bold and cofifident Aſfertion of the-4bridger) that the 


IL. He ſeems to lay the Streſs of the whole Cauſe up- 
on the Major of His Syllogiſm, and tells his Adverfary, 
that if he “ prove that, he will be his Convert. 
C. I am concerned for Truth, and not for Victory; 
the Gentleman may enjoy his own Setitiments, if he 
pleaſes; I don't pretend to make him a Convert, 


the unjuſtly, father'd this Propoſition upon his Adver- 


think, may be done by this Syllogiſm. 

The Matter of the Euchariſtick Cup, which was in 
Uſe throughout the whole Catholick Church in Juſtin 
tyr's Time, was the ſame which was uſed- and in- 


But the Matter of the Euchariſtick Cup, [ viz. Wine 
and Water] which was in Uſe in the Church of Pa 
leſtine in Faſtin Martyr's Time, was the ſame that 
was then in Uſe throughout the whole Catholick 
Church: Ergo, . n N 

The Matter of the Euchariſtick Cup [viz. Wine and 
Water] which was in Uſe in the Church of Paleſtine it 
Tuſtin Marty's Time, was the ſame which was uſed 
and inſtituted by Chriſt, or co-eval with the la 
ſtitution. We . 

I make no Promiſes; but when he, or any one for 
him, ſhall have diſproved either of theſe Propoſitions, 
make more than one Convert. | 
I. «One would have imagin'd, he ſays, by yoor 
* aſſuming to yourſelves the Name of Primo-Pri- 
& mitive, that yon had the Firſt Century expreſs on 
& your ſide; that Clemens Romanus, Hermes, fona- 
% tus, and Polycarp, had been fall and clear in your 
Favour. 3 N 

e C. Has 
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) the C.. Has this Gentleman produced either of thoſe - 
t the  - Fathers, or any others, for the Uſe of mere Wine? 
Pre.ll Nothing likgir. Since therefore they are not agaiaſt 
us, they are on our ſide. For if they ſay nothing of 
up- the Euchariſtick Matter, we may be moſt certain that 
ary, the Chriſtians of the Second Century continu'd the 


Euchariſt which was delivered to them by thoſe of 
the Firſt; ſeeing they themſel ves declared that they 


yh did, and there is not the leaſt or Intimation 
ert; to be found of any Alteration then made in the in- 
has ſtituted Worſhip of the Church. } CET -- 
ver. L. He goes on: Burt fince this of Juſtin Martyr 
foi! © is the firſt Teſtimony you can produce, his bare 


& Mention of the Mixture, as the Cuſtom of the 
© Church where he lived, is not early enough to prove 
it co eval with the Inſtitutioͤn. Fa 

C. If theſe Gentlemen could have produced any 
one earlier Teſtimony on their ſide for the Uſe of 
mere Wine, it would have been more to their Purpoſe, 


ine than all they have yet faid upon this Point. How- 
2 ever, 7:ſtin's Teſtimony for the Mixture is earlier than 
that any Evidence we have of ſeveral of the Canonical Books 
lick of the New Teſtament. But no body does, or bas 
Reaſon to queſtion the Evidence of the Divine Au- 
and thority of any of thoſe Books, becauſe af its not 
e It being earlier; and there is as little Reaſon to queſtion 
fed the Sufficiency of the Mariyr's Teſtimony on that Ac- 
[n count. There was no Doubt or Queſtion in the Church, 
of the Truth of Juſtin's Teſtimony; if there had, your 
for Abridger, or ſome body for him, would have produced 
ns, it as Counter-Evidence. And where a Writer of 
nay Jnſtin's Age and Figure in the Church, poſitively aſſerts 
1 an undoubted Fact, if ſuch Teſtimony be not ſuffici- 
our ent, I'm afraid we muſt yet ſeek for new Evidence for 
Pri- - the Canon of the Holy Scripture. 5 | 
on But let us make a fair Calculation of the Matter. 
na- S. Faſtin wrote this Apelogy in the Year 140, that is, 
out within leſs than forty Years of the Death of S. Jahn; 


and certainly no one will ay, that a Perſon of 122 
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living ſo near to the Apoſtles Time, wanted Means o 
Knowing what was their Practice in celebrating 'the 
— Euchariſt; or what Order and Directions they had 
left with the ſeveral Churches they founded, for the 
- Adminiſtration of it. That Juſtin had converſed with 
Apoſtolical Men, is moſt probable from ſeveral Cir- 
cumſtances of his Life. He is mention'd by the An- 
cients with this moſt Honourable Character, That he 
was a Man little behind even the Apoſtles, either in 
Point of Time, or Vertue. And he ſays of himſelf, 
- That he was a Diſciple of the Apoſtles ; which muſt 
be underſtood, at leaſt, of Apoſtolical Men. S. Poly- 
carp, the Diſciple of S. John, and a Biſhop of the firſt 


_ Succeſſion, was living when this Apology was written, 


and for ſome Years after; and it is not improbable 
that he converſed with that celebrated Prelate. And 
in this very Apology, the Martyrdeclares, that he knew - 
ſeveral Perſons then living, of very eminent Vertue 
and Piety, of ſixty or ſeventy Years of Age, who 
were made Diſciples to Chriſt in their Childhood. 
Thoſe who were ſeventy Years old in J»yſir's Time, 
- muſt have been grown Men in the Apoſtolical Age; 
and conſequently muſt frequently have received the Eu- 
chariſt either from the Hands of the Apoſtles, or 
at leaſt from ſach as were ordained and ſet over the 
Churches by them; ſo they could not poſlibly be ig» 
norant of the Apoſtolical Practice or Tradition of the 


Euchariſtick Matter or Form. And as we can have 


no Reaſon to doubt, but that S. Juſtin frequently con- 
, verſed with thoſe Perſons, ſo the Euchariſt being then 
conſtantly celebrated in all their Religious Aſſemblies, 
he muſt often have communicated with them in 
that Sacrament. So that if Juſtin Martyr be allowed 
to have been a Perſon of Senſe and Integrity, (which 
our Adverſaries cannot deny) he mult be alſo allowed 
to have lived early enough to know the Apoſtles Pra- 
ctice and Tradition, as to the Point before us, and to 
have been faithful in the Report of it; and conſe- 


_ quently his Teſtimony is a ſufficient Evidence ec 
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of the Cathalick Uſage: of the Mixture; and of the 


- _ *Apoſtolical Tradition of our Lord's Inſtitution of it. 


T. But Juſtin © mentions the AH xture, as the 
„ Cuſtom of the Church where he lived, which it 
<'ſeems was that of Paleſtine,” By which, I ſup- 
poſe, our Author means that the Afartyr's Teſtimo- 
ny does not prove it to have been the Cuſtom of other 
Churches. en 32s ABN 

C. Every Reader will take this to be bis Meaning; 
tho' he durſt not aſſert that the Mixture was not the 
- Uſage of any other Church. However, the Church 
of Paleſtine has this Advantage; that as the Euchariſt 
was firſt celebrated at Jeruſalem, ſo this was the firſt 
Chriſtian, and once the only Apoſtolical Church in the 
World ; from whence the Sound of the Goſpel went 
into all Lands. But to go on; as Jaſtin preſented ' 
this Apology in the Bebalf of Chriſtians-in general, ſo 
he deſcribes therein the Practice of Chriſtians in gene- 
ral, of the Univerſal Church, or of all other Churches, 


as well as of the Church of Paleſtine. He ſpeaks * 
"Ig 1 of the Common Faith and Worſhip of Chri- 


ſtians as ſuch; and he ſpeaks of them as things which 
he very well underſtood: And his Teſtimony has not 
been contradicted or diſproved by any body from that 
Time to this. And as the Uſe of the Mixture was 
not reported by him as a Singularity of any particu- 
lar Church, ſo neither would the Nature of Church- 
Communion admitt of any Difference in this reſpect. 
All Churches in the World were then of one and the 
fame Communion with the Church of Paleſtine; and 
this Communion conſiſted in their having one Faith, 
one Baptiſm, one Prieſthood, one Altar, and one Eu- 
chariſt. They did all eat the ſame Spiritual Meat, and 
all drank the ſame Spiritual Drink; they were all Par- 
takers of one Bread and of one Cup. The ſeveral. 
- Churches were nicely careful and exceedingly zealous 
of all Apoſtolical Traditions, and fully guarded againſt 
Innovations. If any Church, or but a ſingle Prieſt, 


had been known to add to, or detract from, or any way 
to 
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2 alter the inſtituted b Matter or Form, of the an 
riſt, they would thereupon have been excluded the 
Communion of the Catholick Church. S. Juſtin there» 
fore. reporting the Aatire of the Cup to have been 
the Practice of the Church in general, it is moſt cen- 
taia that ãt as ſo 3; and the Pratice of the Catholick 
Church of that Time is a demonſtrative Evidence of 
the A poſtolical Uſe and Tradition of the Mixture, and 
eon ſequently of its having been uſed and inſtituted 
by our Lord himſelf. For it is abſolutely impoſſible, 
that the hole Church at that Time, ain all the diſtant 
Parts of it, ſhould have been united in a Practice of 
that Nature, if it had not been at firſt uniformly de- 
Hyered to them by the Apoſtles, as the Command of 
_ Chriſt, and co-eval with the Inſtitution. 

IL. . Juſtin tells us, he ſays, that at the cone 
4 of their Prayers before the Euchariſt, they ſaluted 
each other with a Kiſs: This Uſage ſeems to be 
1 £ knjoined in the New Teſtament; for which he 
7 uotes ſeveral Texts: Yet this is aot thought neceſ- 

y to be revived; as neither the Order of Dea- 

| 25 coneſſes, nor the 1 Feaſts before the Euchariſt, 

though certainly in Uſe in the Apolttes Time, * | 
approved of by them. 1 
L Theſe Uſages, tho? mentioned in Scripture, are 
not mentioned as Commands and binding Rules for 
Practice; they are Ceremonies and Circumſtances of 
Religion, but not Subſtantial Parts of it, or inſtituted 
for Perpetuity, as the Euchariſt. The Abridger ad- 
mitts of the Diſt inction between a Ceremony and the 
Matter of an lnſtitution, and that the former are al- 
-terable, but not the latter. 

L. But then he won't allow the Mixture to be the 

Matter of the Inſtitution : Jo affirm this, he ys," 166. 13 
. © "begging the Queſtion. 
C. ft it be, it is a Queſtion begg'd, by Fuſtin. Martyr 
and the whole Catholick Church, who  Laiſed . the 
Mixture as the Matter of the I _ and con- 


tinued it in an uninterropted Succeſſion for many Ages, 
EY even 
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even after the other Vſages had been laid aſide; which 
ſhews,. that the Mixture was eſteemed eſſential, and 


thoſe the Abridger mentions to be merely circumſtan- 
tial, diſcretionary, and alterable. In ſhort, Juſtin 
Martyr affirms, that conſecrated Bread, Wine, and 
Water, were the Euchariſt of Chriſt's laſtitution; by 
the Teſtimony of the whole Catholick Church, 'the 
inſtituted Euchariſt is of abſolute Neceſſity to be ob- 
ſerved by us; for if we have not that which was in⸗ 
ſtituted, I fear we can have none at all. When theſe 
Gentlemen have proved the Xiſt of Charity, and thoſe 
other Uſages to be equally eſſential to our Religion 
with the Euchariſt, they may depend upon it, that 
that they will be obſerved alſo. 
We are now to proceed to S. Ireneus and Clemens 
* 
The Paſſages you cite from thoſe Fathers are 
- — dar kand obſcure, and we illiterate Laymen(ſays 
the Abridger) are neither Judges what is the true 
& Tranſlation of them, nor what is the Senſe of the 
« very Engliſh you render them bh. | 
C. Thete Fathers have been underſtood to give 
clear and full Teſtimony to the Inſtitution of the 
Mixture, by every body that has-read their Works, 
from their own Time to this; and I ſuppoſe an illite- 
rate Layman' is as capable of judging what is the true 
' Tranſlation of the Paſſages cited from theſe Fathers, 
as of thoſe which the Abridger himſelf has tranſlated / 
from others, I will — ſne w you the Teſtimo- 
nies of theſe two Fathers in the Engliſh we render 
_ by, and leave you to judge what is the Senſe 
of it 
Firſt, then, Irenaus diſputing againſt Aarciem the 
Heretick, tells us, „ That our Saviour called the 
“ Bread his Body, and the mix'd Sacrameatal Cup his 
% Blood. | 
In another Place he ſays, © That the mix'd Cup 
„ and the Bread, after the Invocation, become the 


« Euchariſt of the Body and Blood of Chriſt. 
F Again, 
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Again, ſpeaking of the Heretical Ebjonires, he ob- 
ſerves, © That they rejected the Mixture of the Hea- 
„ yenly Wine, and only made ofe of Water. 
And in the fame Book, he ſpeaks once mote home to 
the Point: Our Lord, fays he, promiſed his Diſci- 
« ples to drink the mix'd Cup New with them in his 
Kingdom; referring to Matt. xxvi. 29. 
Lou ſee this Father is very plain and expreſs, that 
the mix d Cup was inſtituted by Chriſt. And as he 
lived in the Second Century, near enough to the Times 
of the Apoſtles, to know the Certainty of the Fact, 
fo there can be no Reaſon to queſtion, but that he 
had very good Aſſurance of what he ſaid. He had 
in his younger Years converſed with S. Polycarp, the 
Diſciple of S. Join, and firſt Biſhop of Smyrna, and 
without doubt had ſeen. him celebrate the Euchariſt, 
and received it at his Hands: He had been well ac- 
quainted with the Aſiatict Eiders, who had converſed 
with S. John and others of the Apoſtles. Aud with all 
theſe Advantages, he, who was a moſt curious and di- 
ligent Searcher into every thing relating to the Chri- 
Kian Religion, muſt needs have known what was the 
Euchariſt which the Apoſtles delivered to the Church, 
and which Chriſt inſtituted; and this he expreſly ſays 
was Bread and a mix'd Cup. 8 


As for Clemens Alexandrinus, who lived alſo in the 
Second Century, he is full to the ſame Purpoſe: He 
declares expreſly, ** That the Son of God order'd the 
„Blood of the Grape to be mix d with Water, as 
« his own Blood has Happineſs or Salvation incorpo- 
« rated with it: Aud that this Mixture, both of the 
& Drink and of the Word, is called the Euchariſt.” Which 
is a Teſtimony for the Iaſtitution of the Mixture ſo 
clear and evident, that no one ever doubted of it 

before. | : 5 ä 
L. The next Teſtimony, which is that of S. Cyprian, 
and which the Abridger owns is plain and intelligible, 
he turns directly againſt you, and ſays; that S. Cyprian 
argues only for the Neceſſity of Wine, and that it does 
| not 


C33] 
not appear that he thought Mer neceſſary. For when 
his Adverſary had ſaid, * that S. Cyprian plainly de- 
« clares that our Saviour mix'd Water with the Wine 


„ at the Iaſtitution, and that we are by his Example 


„ and Command ſtrictiy bound to the ſame Obſer- 
« yance i” He anſwers in theſe Words, The whole 
“% Tenor of S. Cyprian's LXU Epiſtle is to prove 
* the Neceſſity of having Wine in the Sacramental 
“Cup, againſt thoſe who adminiſter'd in Water only. 
« The Precept and Example of our Saviour are urged 
e to prove the Neceſſity of uſing Wine, not Water; 
and tho? from his frequent Uſe of the Phraſe mixing 
“Wine in the Cup, it appears that he thought the 
* Uſe of Water Lawful; yet he no where inſinuates 
6 that he thought it Neceſſary. 1 
C. This bold Aſſertion is ſo far from being true, 
that the Contrary appears in almoſt every Line of this 
Epiſtle; the good Father very often affirming, that the 
one was as neceſſary and eſſential to the Cup, as the 
other. This Epiſtle was occaſion'd by the erroneous 
Practice of ſome few Biſhops, who, for fear of being 
_ diſcovered by the Smell of Wine, adminiſter'd the 
Cup in the Morning-Sacrifices with Water only. The 
Holy Father declares, that the Catholick Church, or 
main Body of Biſhops preſiding over the Faithful all 
the World over, obſerved our Lord's Tradition and 
Command with reſpe& to the Euchariſt, . And tho? 
the Qccafion led him only to prove the Neceſſity of 
Wine in the Cup, yet he does not prove the Neceſſity 
of Wine only, but conſtantly affirms the Neceſſity of 
Water alſo, and that both together are equally eſſential 
thereto in vertue of the Original Inſtitution. The Fa- 
ther's own Words will convince you of this: For In- 
ſtance; © In confecrating the Lord's Cup, we ought no 
«© more to offer Water alone, than Mine alone. TheCup 
of aur Lord is neither Mater alone, nor Wine alone, 
but conſiſts of both mix together. Our Lord of- 
<& fered a mix d Cup after Supper. .- Iu theSacrifice which 
e Chriſt offered, Chriſt's Precedent only is to be fol- 
, | F 2 e lowed. 
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& lowed. For *tis our Duty to obey and practiſe 
that which Chriſt did and commanded to be done. 


This is certainly more than an Inſinuation, that S. 
Cyprian thought the Water inſtituted by our Lord, as 
well as the Wine. The Example and Precept of our 
Saviour are here urged to prove the Neceſſity of the 
Mixture of both, in as clear and expreſs Terms as 


_ {tis poſſible. © . x WOT: 
I.. The Abridger is ſtill very poſitive to the con- 


trary. He ſays, * you poorly miſrepreſent the Senſe 
YS, __ You poorly . 

© of S. Cyprian; for that he inferrs the Mixture only 

« froma peculiar Notion of his, that the Water was 


an Emblem of the People, and the Mixture of it 
© with the Euchariſtick Wine repreſented their Uni- 


on with Chriſt. That this Myſtical Reaſon is the 


* only Ground he has for the Uſe of Water; that he 
*© does not aſſign any Command from, or Example of 


© Chriſt for it; nor does he derive, it from the Inſti- 
e tution; that it is probable he was miſtaken in this, 


& becauſe as the Scripture is ſilent, ſo his Reaſon for 


* the Inſtitution of the Cup is different from that 
% given by our Saviour. Our Saviour appoints it to 


* be for the Remembrance of his Death; S. Cyprian 


£* teaches it to be torepreſent the Union between Chriſt 


& and the People; that Wine only is ſaid over and 
over in this Epiſtle to repreſent the Blood of Chriſt, 
& and Water is only an Emblem of the People. From 
all which he inferrs, that S. Cyprian pleads for the 


„ Uſeof Water, only as a Myſtical Rite practiſed by 
- the Church, not as the Matter of the Cup, — 


C. See how your Author confutes himſelf! He has 
no ſooner ſaid that S. Cyprian does not derive the Uſe 
of Water from the Inſtitution, than*he tells you that 
he gives this MyſticalReaſon for the Inſtitution ; which 
is plainly confeſſing, that he does derive the Uſe of 
Water, as well as Wine, from the Inſtitution. For 
if the Myſtery and Deſign of the Miæture be aſcribed 
to the Inſtitution, the Mixture itſelf muſt alſo be aſ- 


- Cribed to it. And indeed, tho S. Cyprian does attri- 


* bute 


2 CF 
bute that Myſtical Signification to the Mixture of the 
Cup; yer, as this is not the only Ground he has for rhe 
Mixture, fo neither is it the only Reaſon he gives for the 
jnſtitution: The chief and main Reaſon he aſſignus and in- 
ſiſts upon for it, is the Example, and Command, and la- 
ſtitution of Chriſt himſelf; which he urges over and 
over to prove the Water, as well as the Wine, to be the 
inſtituted eſſential Matter of the Cup. What I have 
quoted from him already, is a ſufficient Anſwer to all 
the Abridger has ſaid; but for your farther Satisfaction, 

I will produce ſome more of thoſe many Places in this 
Epiſtle, which confirm the ſage. He ſays expreſly, 
« That in offering the Cup, the Lord's Tradition 
«. ought to be obſerved, and nothing done by us, but 
« what our Lord firſt did for us; namely, that the 
Cup, which is offered in Remembrance of him, be 
offered mix d with Wine.“ Here you ſee, he not 
only calls the Mixture ourgLord's Tradition, but ſays 
it is offered in Remembrance of him. Again, in moſt 
clear and expreſs Terms, he declares, ** That our 
„Lord, both by his Example and Command, taught 
„that the Cup ſhould be mix'd with Wine and 
„Water.“ In another Place of the ſame Epiſtle, he 
ſpeaks thus: If it be commanded by our Lord, and 
* confirmed by Apoſtolical Tradition, that as often 
das we drink in Remembrance of him, we are to do 
what our Lord did, then we cannot be ſaid to ob- 
* ſerve what he commanded, unleſs we do the ſame 
which our Lord did, and by mixing the Lord's Cup, 
* as he did, recede not from his Divine Command.” 
There are very many other Places in this Epiſtle, as 
ull and clear to the ſame Purpoſe ; but theſe, | think, 
re more than ſufficient: to ſatisfy any one that has 
ore Regard to Truth, than to Contention, that S. 
yrian is deciſive for the Mixte, and that he firmly 
elieved it to have been-inſtituted by our Lord for the 
emorial of his Blood. 

L. The Abridger“ wiſhes his Adverſary would ob- 


"ſerve, that S. Cyprian allows the Sacrament of our 
l « Lord's 


[38] 


2 | Lord's Body and Blood to be pre-figured in Melcbi. 
c xzedec's bringing forth Bread and Wine. 
6 \C. The Father does allow it, aad withall he allows 
and poſitively aſſerts, that the Euchariſtick Bread and 
mix d Cup was the Accompliſhment of that Type. He 
; calls Melchizedec's Oblation the Image of - Chriſt 
Sacrifice, and then proceeds thus; Which thing our 
«< Lord perfected and fulfilled, by offering Bread, and: 
Cup mix d with Wine. And this, by the way, iss 
ſufficient Anſwer to what the Abridger afterwards 
alledges from a ſpurious Piece of S. Athanaſius. S. Athas 
' paſs himſelf, as well as the reſt of the ancient Fa. 
tbers, practiſed the Mixture in Obedience to the Au-. 
thority of a much greater Man than nnn even 
of the Man Chriſt Jeſus. 
L. The Abridger is of Opinion, © that the true Rex 
„ fon why the Fathers ufed the Mixture, was · the — 
* of the Clime. And then, in the Uſe of unmix 
„ Wine, we conform (he ſays) to the Cuſtom of ye 
2 Climate, as in the Uſe of mix d Wine they did to 
% the Cuſtom of theirs. 

C. You ſee he is forced to grant that the Father 
uſed the Miæture; but as for their uſing it on account 
of the Heat of the Clime, he has given no Reaſon 
for this, but his üſual one, his own Opinion: For he 
has not been able to diſcover this Reaſon for the Ui 
of it from any one of them. The Heat of the Clin 
might be one Reaſon why the Ancients mix d theit 
Wine at their ordinary Meals; but as the Eucharil 
was celebrated by the Fathers altogether with regart 
to the Inſtitution of Chriſt; fo when they declare thal 
they offered Bread, and aCup of Wine and Mater, in Obe 
dience to his Command, (in whatever Climate the 
lived) ſo we may be ſure that this was the true Rez 
ſon of their Practice, and that they did not think ih 
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Matter of the Euchariſtick Cup alterable with i 
Clime, as the Abridger groundleſly ſuggeſts. 

L. He has not yet done with S. Cyprian: * Thi 
6. Father being thought ſo deciſive in this * 
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lch. K he defires to know whether you think it neceſſary 
( to revive the Cuſtom of Communicating Infants, 
lows « which he ſpeaks with ſo much Fervour, and which 
and the whole Church down to the Twelfth Century 
He «- practiſed, and is continued in the Oriental Church 
ls to this Day, 29 | " App" 
C. The Communicating of Infants does not appear 
to have been an Original Practice, as the Mixture does; 
it does not appear to have been Univerſal, even in S. 
Cypriar's Time, as the Mixture was. S. Cyprian, who 
firſt mentions it, does not ſpeak of it as neceſſary or 
enforced by a Command of, Chriſt or the Apoſtles, 'as 
he and the other Fathers do of the Mixture The Ne- 
ceſfity of it was not aſſerted till the Fifth Century, 
and thenonly in one Part of the Church : Whereas the 
Mixture was always and every where practiſed as ne- 
ceſſary. And in the laſt place, as it began late, ſo it 
has been diſuſed in thegLatin Church for above ſix 
hundred Years; but the Mixture of the Euchariſtick 
Cup, as it plainly appears to have been from the Be- 
ginning, ſo it was all along practiſed by the Univer- 
ſal Church for fifteen hundred Years together, and 
is continued among far the greateſt Number of Chri- 
ſtians to this Day. The Mixture therefore and Com- 
municating of Infants is no parallel Caſe; and tho” 
the latter be allowed to be lawful, yet there are not 
the ſame Obligations to revive that Cuſtom, as there 
are to revivg the Sacramental Mixture, which we are 
ſatisfied 1s the inſtituted, and eſſential, and unaltera- 
ble Matter of the Euchariſtick Cup. 

L. The Abridger confronts S.Cyprian with aCounter- 
Evidence, and ſays, “ That Origen, who was Cotem- 
** porary to S:Cyprien, nay, the earlier of the two, 
* declares openly, that our Sayiour did not mix his 
Wine, and that heentertained his Diſciples with au- 
mix d Wine. HE owns indeed, that you pretend to 
M © diſcover that the Paſſage is corrupt, and ought to be 
THY « read otherwiſe; but ſays, you have not dealt fo 
Any © fairly in this Controverſy, as to deſerve to be be- 
— « lieved, 
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t lieved, when you cannot produce ſo much as a ſin- 
©. gle Copy to countenance your new Leftion., - . 
=—_ C. The Gentleman, it ſeems, does not like our Be- 
| ha viour; therefore he won't believe a Word we ſay! 
But to ſatisfy you that the Paſſage is corrupt, I will 
firſt give it you at Length, and ſhew you the Reaſons 
of it. The Place is this: But behold alſo my Savi- 
% our going up to the Paſſover into a large upper 
„Room . furniſhed, and feaſting with his. Diſci- 
*< ples, and giving them a Cup, of which it is writ- 
ut ten, not that he mixed it. For Jeſus feaſting with 
< his Diſciples, entertains them with unmix'd Wine, 
and ſays, unto them, Take, drink, &c. Seeſt thou 
ce that che Co of the New Teſtament ſignifies a Pro- 
«- miſe ? Seeſt thou that a Cup of unmix d Wine ſigni- 
“fies a Puniſhment?” Now, if it had been written ig 
any authentick Monumeat of Chriſtianity, that Chriſt 
did not mix his Cup, can you ſappoſe it poſlible that 
no one of the Ancients ſhould ever have read it, be- 
| tides Origen? For no one, either before or after him, 
euer read any ſuch thing, or heard of ſuch a Tradition, 
- Either written or unwritten. And as for our not hav- 
| Ing one ſingle Copy to countenance another LeCtion, 
I ſuppoſe that S. Jerom, who tranſlated this Homily, 
had a Copy not altogether adulterated ; and he renders | 
the former Part of the Paſſage thus: — “ Of which | 
« [Cup] it is written in the Goſpel, that he mix'd it.” 
And if Chriſt mix d the Cup which he gave to his Diſ- | 
Ciples, 1 conceive he cannot be ſaid to have enter- 
tained them with «zmix'd Wine. But farther, the 
Paſlage, as it now ſtands, is inconſiſtent with Origen's 
own Arguing; as is obſerved by the learned Mr. John- 
fon, who having produced the Paſſage itſelf in the WM) 
Greek, makes this Remark upon it: © I ſuppoſe my 
learned Reader will eaſily diſcern, that the Place 
- © js corrupted; for as it ſtands, it makes unmix'd 
Mine to denote a Puniſhment in Jeremiah, a Pro- 
* miſe in the Euchariſt. Origen probably wrote, 
that he eutertained them with-Wine well ** ; 
| Fs * 5 9 andy 
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* and, It is written, that he mix'd it, It was written, 


in their Liturgie, if not in other Memorials Jong 
« ſince loſt, that Chriſt uſed Wine pair aker 
Er ee eee 


from the Apoſtolical Conſtitut ions, where there is a Lis. 


turgy, commonly called the Clementine, the moſt Au- 
cient now extant, in which in the Conſecration Prayer, 
addreſsd fo God in the bighelt Circuinſtaiices of So- 


lemnity, it is plainly ſaid that our Sayiour, at the In- 


In- 
ſtitution of the Holy Euchariſt, mixed the Cup, WII 
Wine nd Watts. eee 
L. The Aoriager is very angry at that Book, and mill, 
by no means allow any Credit to be given to it, eſpepi- 
ally to that Prayer from whence thoſe Words are taken- 
In the firſt place, he ſays, ( Theſe Conſtitutions wert not 
« exrank till near three hundred Years after Chrilt, 
« by which Time they might be more politive.of ou 
« 'Sayiour's vſing a md Cup, than they had good. 
«Grounds to be: Thus tho the Veracity of the Au- 
- ed of this Faves en ve plowed. to be unk -. 
«pected ;. yet unleſs you can prove his Lafallibility 
WI, i oF be of no Advantage. ; 


* 


| C. What Advantage it can be to cry down (a | 
this Gentleman does) the Credit of this ancient Li- 


turgy, it is not my Bufineſs to enquire. . But here are 
two of three Conceſſions, extorted by the Force. of 
Truth, which are ſufficient to ſupport the Credit of. 
the Liturgy. The firſt is, That the Conſtitutions, of 
which this Liturgy is a Part, were extant before the 
Year of Chriſt 300. Secondly, That at that Time, 
they (that is, Chriſtians in general, or the Catholick 
Church, for here is no Reſtriction or Limitation) were 


poſitive of our Saviour's uſing a mix d Cup; for unleſs 


they were poſitive of his uſing a miæ d Cup, they could 
not be more poſitive of it than they had good 

e Grounds to be.” Thirdly, That the Prayer or Lis. 
turgy in the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, is an Evidence of 
the Sentiment and Practice of the Catholick Church at 
the Time it was firſt compoſed. Which is all it was al- 


* 
0 


1 


* 


iedged for, and roves the Authority wal eee 
of the Litargy, fo far ig we are concerned in it. 
But now how does this Gentleman prove that the 
Church in this early Age, before the Council of Nice, 
was miſtaken in this Pojnt? Why, with one of his 
r Poſſibiliries: They might by that time be more 
ſitive of our Saviout"s uſi ing a mix'd Cup, than, 
had' good*Grovnids to be.“ Fut this into 
0 Im, and it will ſtand thus: 
Whoever may be miſtaken, are aQually miſtiken. : 
The Church ig the latter End of the Thitd en 
mij t be miſtaken, Ee, * 
5 were actually Witaken. { of 
"This 1 kong Dirt in the Face or Wakes quity,. 
and arraigning the Primitive Church of a culpable 
Neglect, 195 even bf a nototious Falſhood in one of 
3 important Parts of the Chriſtian Religion, 
Without ſo much as a, Pretence of Proof. But it is 
fame Relief ta the Credit of the Ancient Chriſtians, 
that What might be, might not de; and 1 make no 
Queſtion, but that al adprejudiced: perſous will allow 
that the Church in the Third Century had better 
SGtounds of being poſitive of out Saviour's having 
inſtituted a d Cup, than any body of this Age 
can have of being poſitive of the contrary. But let 
us enquire what Groands they of the Third Century 
had of being poſitive of our Saviour's uſing the 26 x- 
rare. Now, they had the Teſtimony of all the Chri- 
ſtians that were before them; they had the ſame 
Grounds for it, as they had of bein Polttixe that the 
Holy Scriptures of the New Teſtament were the 
Word of God. They could not be more poſitive of 
it, than the Church had always been in the Ages before 
them, as we have feen by the Teſtimonies already. 
produced ; z and there were then very probably ſeve- 
ral Monuments remaining which atteſted the ſame, 
but are ſince loſt. The Chriſtians, in the Time limited 
by the Abrid er, had not two hundred Vears to look 
back to the Times of the Apoſtles; and if there had 


Ce). 


been 
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out Qppolition when it firſt began; nor could it have 
paſſed through the whole Church undiſcerned- The 
Euchariſt was conſtantly and public kly celebrated, 
and was but one all over the Church. The Inſtitution 

- of the Mixture was believed univerſally, and there 
had not been the leaſt Doubt, Diſpute, or Queſtion 
concerning it in any Time preceding; *twas'a'Thing 
known and ſtated by conſtant Practice; and ünin- 
ry terrupted, except by the Aquarians: The. Churches 
aL: founded by the Apoſtles, and. where they had them- 
ſelves celebrated the Euchariſt; and left Directions for 
the due Adminiſtration of; it in all future Times; 
theſe Churches were then remaining in their Original 
Purity, in a conſtant Succeſſion of Orthodox Biſhops, 
zealous for the common Faith and Worſküp, and 
ſtrictly tenacious of all Apoſtolical Traditions. Theſe, 
together with all other Churches derived from them, 
adhered together in the ſame Communion, in the ſame 
Faith and Worſhip, as it had heen at the firſt delivered 

by the Apoſtles, and continued in a conſtanxSutceſſion, = 

in a manner ſo gotorious, that every private Chriſtian 
might have known it. To this I may add, that 
even the Third Century was an Age of Miracles and 
Illuminations; the extraordinary Gifts and Effuſidns 
of the Holy Ghoſt were not then ceaſed in the Church, 
nor for ſome good Time after. All theſe Advantages 
were ſufficient to yield the Church at that time 
very good Grounds of being poſitive, that ſhe cele- 
brated the Euchariſt according to Chriſt's Inſtitution; 
and the Suppoſal of her being impoſed upon in a Mat- 
ter of this Nature, or of her being more poſitive than 
ſhe had good Grounds to be, of a Thing which was 
tranſacted in the higheſt Solemaities of. Worſhip, ia - 
her neareſt Approach to God, is ſuch a Reflexion' up- 

8 an the Catholick Church, ſuch a Blemiſh upon our 
Religion in general, as would, if admitted, deſttoy: 


been any Alteration in the inſtituted Matter ofthe 
Alteration could never have become Univerſal, wich. - 4 - 
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"the! whole: Evidence we have of the Truth and Re- 
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was yet reported to the World, till we can firſt prove 
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of it · On the other hand, ſeeing the Church, under 
the fotementioned Circumſtances, is allowed to have 


deen poſtive of our Saviour's uſing 2 ιπτ d Cup, this 


4s a very ſtrong Evidence of the Truth of the Fact, 


and of our Obligation to uſe the ſame; àn Evidence 


irre ſiſtible upon Chriſtian or Catholick Prigciples. 
L. But how will you prove the lafallibility of the 
Author of this Prayer? For the Abridger inferrs 
from what he had ſaid, That tho' the Veracity of 
the Author of this Prayer ſhould be allowed to be 
A unſuſpected, yet unlefs. you can prove his lafallibi- 
lity too, it will be of no Advantaggmſe. 
le grants the Prayer was extant ia the latter 
End of the Third Century; and from the Veracity of 


the Author, he allows that the Aſiætare was the Practice 


of the Church at that Time, and that this Liturgy is 
an Evidence of their beibg poſitive of our Saviour's 
uſing a mid Cup: And I have ſhewn you that the 
Practice; and Sentiment of the Church was well 
grounded, and, in Conjunction with the fore-cited 


| Teſtimon ies, a ſufficient Evidence of the Truth of 


the Fact, or of the Inſtitution. What Occaſion then 


is there for the Author's being infallible? May we not 


be allowed to believe a Man whoſe Veracity is unſuſ- 
pected, and when nothing appears to the contrary, un- 
led we are ſure he is lnfallible? At this rate, we muſt 
give no Credit to any one Hiſtorical Relation that ever 


the Reporter's Lafallibility. 


| . After all, when the Abridger comes “ to deal 


« plainly, he can ſee no Reaſon to give any Credit to 
<© what is aſſerted in this Prayer, it being a moſt groſs 
& and manifeſt Forgery.*” «_ © 

C. The Mixture, which is aſſerted in this Prayer, 


has been always aſſerted by the whole Catholick 
Church, and upon this Account one would think he 
WE might have ſeen ſome Reaſon to give Credit to what 

js aſſerted in it. However, a Man ought to have IT 
| 91 * 8 ? 


E61. 


good Proof to ſupport bis 6wn Aſertion, wen le 


takes upon him to pronounce the Sentence of For 
upon a Prayer which he confeſſeth . By above We | 
. teen hundred Vears old. 

I. He ſays, 4 the Antiquity of it is of little Im- 
4 portance to the preſent Controverſy, 
E You ſee he cannot deny it to be of be Impor- 
tance, and his own Argument makes it an Evidence 
of the Sentiment of the Catholick Church in the 
Third Century for the Neceſſity of the Aiæture. And 
indeed, this Liturgy has been always in very great - 

Eſteem upon the Account of its Antiquity, it being 
the moſt ancient now extant, and for that it exhibits 

the Primitive and Original Worſhip of Chriſtians in * 

exact Agreement with all the moſt Ancient aud Au- | 

thentick Records and Monuments of the Church. 

| Epiphanius, who lived in the Fourth Century, declaret 
that in the Conſtitutions was contained the whole Car 
nonical Order, that is, the Order of Divine Worſhip, 
aud nothing contrary to the Euchariſtick Service. The 
late learned Dr. Grabe was of Opinion, that this was 
the earlieſt yy Gol the Church of Jeruſalem, next 0 
the Apoſtolical Aye, very little interpolated. * An 
Mr. Johnſon declares, “ That he is in his own Mind 
« perſuaded, that if we had the very Words in which 

8. Peter and S. Paul conſecrated the Euchariſt, it 
* would not differ in Subſtance from the Form con- 
| tained in · this Liturgy. 

L. The Abridger is poſitive. it is a A for this 
teaſon: „ This Prayer is uſher'd in with Words; 
James the Brother of John appoint, &. 1 
the Title of the Chapter is, Conſtitution 
James the Son of Zebedee. Now he proves 802 
the' As of the Apoſtles, that James the Son of Ze- 

bdee was beheaded a conſiderable time before the 
Council, in which this Conſtitution is pretended to 

made, was held, 
: Granting (what, by the way, his Allegations 
got prove) that S. James the Son of Zebedee was 
. Not 
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G 5 8he Writer ef this Liturgy, it does, by no means 
ollow- that the targy is therefore. a. Forgery, As 
the Title is no Part of the Liturgy, ſo the Authority 
of the Liturgy does not at all depend upon the Truth 


_of the Title. There are. ſeveral, old Liturgies which 


go under the Names of Apoſtles or Apoſtolical Men, 
not becauſe they were written by thoſe Perſons whoſe 
Names they bear, but. becauſe they were the Liturgies 
of thoſe Churches of which ſuch. Perſohs were the 
Arſt Founders, The Authority or Genuineneſs of ſuch 
Liturgies has no Relation to their Titles, but depends 
upon their Antiquity and Agreement with the authen- 
tick Monuments of the Church, and upon their Uſe 
a _ the, ſeveral Churches where ſuch. Perſons are 
known to have reſided. Thus the Liturgies aſcribed 
$0 S. Peter, S. Mark, and S. James, are not ſuppoſed 
to have been Written by thoſe particular Perſons, but 
to have been uſed ia the ancient Churches where thoſe 
Holy Perſons particularly preſided, viz, in Rome ang 
Antioch, in Alexandria and in Jeruſalem; and to con- 
tain the Subſtance of thoſe Liturgick Directions which 
be Apoſtles delivered; in an uniform Manner To the 
burches which they founded. And tho”. they have 
een, in Length of Time interpolated; yet as to 
thoſe Parts wherein. the Eacbariſtick Matter and Fora 
is ſtrictly concerned, their exact Agreement in the 
fame Senſe is an Evidence of the Griginal Apoſts 
lick Tradition. And thus the Liturgy before vs is ſu 


pord by ſeveral Learned Men to have been firſt it 
ſe in the Church of Jeruſalem, and from thence t 
have received its Title; and it is likely it was after 
wards called the Clementine Liturgy, becauſe it was il 
ſerted among the Conſt;t utions by Clement of Alexandr 
when he compiled that Book. It matters not then 
fore who wð²as the Author of this Liturgy, provid! 
it ſets forth the Primitive Order of the Chriſtian, Wo 
ſhip, and in the Form it now ſtands, it be agrees 
to the univerſal Practice in the Primitive Times. 
chat the Abridger, ja order td proyf chi Far 


1 8 514 4 


. 


op 


a Forg ery ſhould 120 Car the TY iti, br. ä 
thoſe Pars of it which flats to the preſent Contro- 
verſy, to have been inconſiſtent wirk the Poctrine q. 
Practice of the Apoſtolical Age, of of S. Tam in a 
81 5 or at leaſt of the Age in which he ia 
have. been extant. _ 

© What Authority, ſays he, can we aleo tb a 
2 bn pretended to be made by 4 Man, Wink 
9 8 the Titne of making it, had t* EP; dead" fly e 

N 

C, Tho; his Poig Ye not pebhetl, oo TTY ſuppoſitig 
84 it does not a eX the Liturgy. pe but only ch 
Title or Conſtituent Clauſe prefix o ir; Which! haye 
7 you to be out of the Queſtion. be4 poſtolical cin. 
L. utions, as they were at firſt corpited, are generally 

owed to have been a Collection of the Traditions er 
_ ders, and Paſtoral Inſtructions, which the'A poſtles 
apy of chem, had delivered by Word of Mourh'th 0 
28 themſelves had made Biſhops and EA 
Flock of Chriſt, preſetved in Me 
Men, and committed to Writing ee 1 5 
or by ſuch who Rad converſed, Wut them. hem, 
Mcmorials were. collecte 117 A nearly, 3 Jakob "and, 
impartial Hand, and \ 10 good epute whilſt” 
they remained in their ba Parity. 125 Learned 
Men have with Probability attributed this Collection 
tꝰ S. Clement of Alexandria, who flouriſhed in the 8e 
cond Century. But whoever were the Collectot of the 
ſeveral Pieces, of which this Book was at firſt com- 
poſed, the Collector himſelf was not the Author of 
them; the Things themſelves wete extant before; the 
Compiler only put the ſcatter'd Pleces together 10 the 
Method he thought moſt proper. It is granted, that 
the Book has been in later Times grofl interpolated | 
and depraved in ſeveral Parts of it by Meretica or Ig- 
norant Perſons: But then this ſuppoſes that there ace 
ſtill ſome things in it, which were in the original and 
framing Collection, and may be diſcovered to have 

en ſo, by thoſe who are $kilful in the ane | 


2 83 3 
of the Church, As to the Liturgy which is there ſaid 
to be the. Conſtitution of S. James, the . Abridger may 
— What the Wy 3 'of.. the Title or Udon of 
itz but th jon is, whether this Liturgy, as it 
now. appears in that Book, was in the original and 
genuine Collection, before the Book was abuſed hy 
Fronhage and Heretical Hands? Ot whether it, 4 
ny. Par of it, has eſcaped the Touch of thoſe | 
lvved Fingers? Or, whether it contalas the Subſtagee 
of the Liturgick Service of the Primitive Church? 
For if the Liturgy, as we now have it, were in 52 
firſt. Colleckion, Whilſt it remained In its original It 
1 5 it muſt be allowed to be genuine and authel⸗ 
however the Title or Conſtituent Clavſe (which 
is no Part of it) be ſuppoſed to have been foiſted In. 
Now there are uo Marks or Tokens of laterpolation 
or Pollution diſcoverable in it; at leaſt in the Conſe- 
cratory Part, there is nothing unworthy of an A 
ſtle, or. inconſiſtent with the Doctrine or Practice Fe 
the Apoſtolical Age itſelf, or of the Times immedi- 
ately ſucceeding." There. are no Footſteps of [nnova-. 
tion, fo Terms of later Date, no Rites or Ceremo- 
nies of novel Original; but a. perfect Harmony and 
A reement with ; be Relations of Juſtin Martyr and 
ers of the Primitive Writers, who have mention'd 
the Matter or Form of the Euchariſt, as well as with the 
Conſecratory Parts of all other ancient Liturgies. And ; 
withall,there appears in the whole Compoſure an admli- 
rable Beauty of Holineſ: and a true Spirit of Primitive 
Piety and Devotion le therefore there be no inter- 
nal Blemiſh, no Corruption diſcoverable in this Litur- 
gy, Which might render it ſuſpected, nor any external 
Evidence of its being the Work of an Impoſtor, we 
have very good Reaſon to conclude that the Liturgy, 
in the Form it ſtill retains, was in the Original Bock 
of the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions whilſt it remained un- 
polluted, and that the Compiler of that Book col- 
jected it among thoſe other Remains of ancient and te 


authentick Monuments which came to his Hand; ; 75 
an 


— 


2 conſequently: theh of 


Subſtance of that Litargich Seger rich was, 


"© 2 


Liturgy Career: 
n n 
or Spurſoaſneſs of i Theor lara 5 0 
he Litpngy be the ſamerthg wil Ye 
e ee 
5 comerrg by 


olieal Confer os 
ring by ang Apoſtle, ig ret _ the EW: 


zit might not have. Nen 


and delivered to the Chunch-by the Apoſtles, and pre- 
ſerved and committed to-Writiag, by, ſome or gther 
. thoſe Apoſtolical Men ho lied in the pagtieglar 
reh where: this Liturgy came, into Uſe; which 
De. Grube thought to be tha. of. Jexu/alem. For: the 
ector of theſe Canſfitutian : was gever ſuſpected: by 
El age of Untafthfulne(s or Impoſture, bus 
Book paß d with Credit before it as inter- 
(Which probably: was not till the Fourth 


| A which could not have been, had it contained 
any thing contrary to the known and received, Fradi - 


tions, Orders, and Preſcriptions of the Apoſtles, or 
to the conſentient Practice of the Primitise Church. 
Thus the Credit and Authority of this Liturgy ſtands 
firm and inviolate, as an Evidence of the Divine la- 


| Ritution.of the 2fatwre; for it declares, thatChrif 


pratiſed it himſelf, and inffiruted.it to be dhe A 
pteſentire and Memorial of his Blood. 

L The Abridger comes next to the Liturgi gies, of 
I Baſi and 8. Chrpſeſtom, in which the Aae is aid 
to be mentioned ay the Cuſtom of the Church. But, | 
i This, he ſays, will not prove the Neceſſey of it. 
But this proves that thoſe Fathers, and the Ca- 


- pholick Church in their Time, thought it to be neceſ- 


ſary; for theſe Liturgies declare the Aixtare fo be the 
Command and 1nſtitution of Chriſt, | 

L. „ In both theſe Liturgies, Wine and Water, ie 
© ſeerts, are ordered to be pour'd into the Cup after 


_ * Confſecration, which is not your Practice. 


C. But in both theſe Liturgies, the Cup is ordered 


to bs mix d with Win ne and Water before Conſecration, 
Tr”. | H (which 


Tr * 


ap is our Prafticey and'that Able eib acrdrd⸗ 
| eonſteratecd as dhe proper Matter: of: the Cup, 
'the- Warm Water was poured intqeit.“ Buy 
E Order; for peutiag Warm Water intro the Ta 
after -Coufecration, appears to be un Interpolation 
thole Lirurgies, becauſe rhe Practice cnie into the 
Greek Church after the Time of thoſe Fathers Wes 
firlt compoſed the tab kitürgles. T Jo: e 
IL. This is the the 8 % That 
4 theſe Uturgies Ba e been miſers e erpolated 
*« \fom-time to time, as Dr. complains! 
and Du Pin Places them among the "Searls 
«* Works of thoſe Fathers, or the Doubtful, at beſ.; 
« and {6/ they can be of no Feftein“ ale in 05 
400 Caſ et. . "as it + 
8 Ho came Your 4d, ger then to alledge a Paſ” 
fo ge in one of the @ Lit (rho without naming 
iry us the Jadgmeiit*sf' 8 himſelf, and ſufficient 
to eie the Senſe of how Saviour's Words? If 
theſe Lirtrgies can be of ho certain Authority in any 
Caſe, how came the Authority of that Paſſage to be 
fo deciſive for aſcertaikiag the judg aides a] 8. 2 
and for determining the Seifffe of ous Beviegs "Words? 
o may now ſee the Reaſon why he cpcealed the 
from hence he took that Sentente, which he 
there peremptorily attributes to 8. Baſu, tho here he 
will not allow it to be of any certain Authority i in 
any Caſe; and how he 'expoſes bimſeif, whilſt his 
Zeal againſt the united Teſtimony of the Primitive 
Church carries him into Self-contradifions. - But if 
theſe Liturgies are iaterpolated, then ſome Parts of 
them mpſt be genuine ; and thoſe Paſſages in them 
which agree with the Doctrine and Practice of the 
Church at that Time, as well as at all Tides 4:70 
cannot be ſuſpected as Spurious. 
ZL. What he has already quoted out of thoft 
« Fathers, he ſays, may give en ex for 


WY ſuch a Suſpicion. 


C. That 


ate no Interpola 


do be the neceſſary Matter of the Sacramental Cop. 


theſe Liturgies were in Uſe. And can it with any 


— , 


G ne dh, 


Words bf 8. Baſil gite Ground to ö 


o 


e. That , the 


ſuſpect that S. Bail ſaid no ſuch thing; theſe are & 
Baſils Words in the fi ath 


| Page, and db they are 
not S. Sas Words, but an Interpolation. When 


he has recouciled theſe things tagethe he may make 
what he pleaſes of them. In the time, the Sixth 


General Council is ſufficient; Evidence, that thoſe Parts 
of theſe Liturgies which concern the Point in Diſpute, 
tions for: they declare, that both 
theſe Fathers praQiſed the Mixtare, and (eſteemed it 


IL. %, The! Qudtation of a Council, Ae 80. is 


©. noProof, tie ſays, that they had not been inſerted 


ſince the Time that thoſe Fathers lied. 
C. Has the Abridger offered any Proof at all, that thoſe 
Paſſages were inſerted before the Sitting of this Coun- 


cil? And is not the Quotation of a Couneil a very good 
Authority for the Genuineneſs of a Paſſage; againſt 


which not the leaſt Probability is offered to the con- 
trary ? This Council in the Seventh Century ſat in 
the Emperor's Palace in Conſt am inopie, the City where 
S. Chryſaſtam had preſided as Biſnop, and where both 


Juſtice or Reaſon be thought, that the Biſhops of this 
Council wanted Means of knowing what had been the 
publick Form of Worſhip in that City from the Time 
of S. Chryſaſtam, who died in the Beginning of the Fifth 


Century? Or if there had been any Interpolations in 


either of 'thefe Liturgies, with reſpect to the Points 
diſputed, which were of publick and conſtant Uſe, 
that none of thoſe eminent Perſons ſhould have been 
able to perceive any thing of the Matter? Or when 
they exprelly tell us that the Lĩturgies of 8. a and 
S. Chryſoſtom preſcribe the Mixture as the neteſſary 
Matter of the Cup, ought we not to take theit Evi- 
dence to be a ſufficient Proof of the Fact, when there 


is no manner of Proof to the contrary? But ſome 


Men have no way to evade the Authority of the an- 
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L The Abridger ſeems confident, chat 3 


was wWiſtakem as bo 8. Cu xſoſtom s Opialon enge per 


the Matter of the Cup; He ſays, “, The Contradi 
Apaſto kcal Practice 8. c. am complains 
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It ond 
bad; civarileſticd of adminiſtring withöut Water, when 
he Nesuiſputing againſt the Aquariang,whoadminiſtred 
- Nothing bur W Water: Or if he had complained 
of any body whatſoever, for adminiſtring without 


Water, when khere were none, either in oy own or 


preceding Times, either among Catholieks ot Here- 


ticks, who adminiſtred without Water, or with Wine 


alone, It was certainly a Contradiction to Apoſtoli- 
cal Practice, to adminiſter the Cup with Water alone 
withont Wine, and this 8. 
but this Father aſſerted the Ai mure of Wine And 


Water to have been the inſtituted Matter of the Cup, 
and ꝓrattiſed [accordingly ; and therefore if there had 


been any that adininiſtred x ithout Water, he would 
have Mac, upon his own Principles, as much Reaſon 
to have complained of -a Contradiction to Apoſtolical 
Practice in them; as he had to complain of ſuch a 
Gontrodchong 1 thaſe who adminiſter'd without 
Wine. is 11990 ba 51:33. af $ 13H 

= NES ro that Canon of the Trular 
Coufcih-tewhich the Armenian, areadin herr been 
condemusd for ofing Wine alone. 
& gBefore I reply to what he has objefted againſt. 
this Canon, 1 would take Notice, that che Abridger 
has thought fit to overlock the Teſtimony, the 
Third Council of Carthage; which has been produced 
in this Controverſy,' as atteſting expreſſy for the Aix - 
ture; for this Council decrees, That in the Eucha - 
riſtick Salemnity, nothing be offered but the Body 
and Blood of our Lord, that is, nothing but "m 
an 
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Er ng to the 
Council, it is there decreed, That if any Biſhop or 


ate 


Prieſt, does 1 * 
pointment 
when he Ae the u 


« of a bontrary Senſe, 
9. hibition of the 
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of the Canon, to all the Reaſons alledged in ir ts 
the Senſe of all the, ancient Commentators upon it, 
to the Senſe in which all the World has hitherto Us | 


derſtoed. it; and indeed would, make the. Council co - 
have acquitted the Armenians, whom they had cenſured, i 
to have condemned all jeir Predeceſlors, and even the S = 


Apoſtles, and to have.depaſed themſelves, and all the 
Biſhops. and Prieſts in the whole Catholick Church, 
except only the Armenien, whom they deſigned to des 
Pole, . Thus Cheſs Geayen 
Teſtimony of this Coungil, 0 
as an Aſſembly ef Fools and 4 
cree was evidentiy Fronou 95 89 80 gg 
and deliberate Advice; they alle e ge ſuch Rev 
condemning the Armexang, and all who ſhopld prefume 
to imitate; their novel, Practice pf. ute, with 
were Wine, as are ſufficient to juſtify th eir Proceed - 
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But 4 yet he can ſee no olds can be of 
2 t6-you; för as to the Condemnstion of the e 
. an, the Reaſon of it was hot the bare Want of 
„ Witer in the Cup, but the pernicious Herefy on 
_& which, they founded it, viz. That there was, but 
4 ole Nature in Chriſt. And for this he quotes Bi- 
- * ſhop Morton, 1! 18. | 1 279 10 . 2 Hale n 
E The Council, it mut by allowed, =O beſt 
Judges of the Reaſon of their own Proceedings And 
may know it from their own Proteſtations better 
than from any, body elſe. Now the Reaſon they 'gare 
for condemmng the Armenian Uſage" of Wine 
in the Cap, is its Contrariety to A Inſtitution: of 
Chriſt, to the Tradition of the Apoſtles,” and to the 
1 Practice of the whole Catholick Church from the very 
Beginning to their own Time; neither is there the | 
. leaſt Mention or Iatimation of any other Heterodox IM | 
or Hereticat Opinion or Practice of the Armenian: 
And that you may be ſatisſied of chis 1 will give you 
the Subſtance of the whole Canon. lu the firſt plate, 
the Council takes Notice, that they underſtand the 
1 communicate only i in Mine, without mixing 
| 7 with 1 and that they pretend the Authority 
of 8. Chryſeſſem for this Prackice, from that Paſſage 
bf hi⸗ 7 the Fuit of the Vine; which our Adverſa- 
| on after them (endeavour to make the ſame Ad- 
vantage of. But tlie Council ſhew this to be a great 
Miſtake; for that the Paſſage was directed only againſt 
the Aquarians, and not intended to exclude the Uſe of 
Water with the Wine in the Cup; for when 8. 1 4 
foftom governed in their Church, e both practiſed 
Mixture himſelf, and taught the Neceſſi of it, as re- 
preſenting, the Blood and Water which flowed. from 
our Saviour's Side: Then they u farther Au- 
thorities for it; and e that the Miæture 
of Wine Tal, Water had be . _ obſerved 2s 
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Divine Order ind Appointment, by all the Spiritug} 

Luminaries throughout; the Oatholicki Churchz and 
particularize in S Jun the Brother of aur -Loxdgvin _ 
S. d the Great, Biſhop of Caſarea; and in the S 

eil of Carthage, Which I mentioned befare. pos al * 
theſe Rkaſons they decree; That if any Bishop or riet 
ſhotild not act in this Affa ir acœording to be Apoſtles 1 
Appointment, but ſhould preſume to therimmas - 
eunte Sacrifice; withopt mixing Aren with the Wine, = 

1 N a5: 1 
1 was delivered. Nock 

wi (454 plain and full Te imony c above two 
hundred Chriftiah Biſhops, that the Aixture was, ig 

ſtichted by Chriſt, delivered by the Abele, and pra- 
Riſed/at all Times by the Catholick Church; and an 
the other hand, that the Armenians uſiug Wi nei ale 
in the Cup, was an Innovation, with the 
Inſtitution of Chxiſt, and with the; ommunion of the 
Catholick Church. I nomie rin dige 
The Ange at laſt wilh dat all thats.this 
Council knew any thing of cop 9-6 4 Ewe hun 
«,dred-Chriſttan Biſhops, he ſays, are good Evidence 
«of: a Fact, where they were Eye-Witnelles ; but no 
«of hat was done, about N png before 
« any of them were born. n 4 96 Kod 
C. If theſe to hundred Biſhops had ſaid they were 
Eye- Witneſſes of the Iaſtitution, and that they: had 
been preſens. at our Saviour's L aſt Supper, e muſt 
have taken them for as gteat Foals and Mad- Men, as 
your Abridger and his Friends endeavour to repreſent 
them. But why cannot their Eyidence be 55 1 un- 
leſß they had been Eye-Witneſſes? Can we be certain 
of Nothing but what we ſee, or muſt we believe the 
Report of none but Eye-Witneſſes? Are not puh- 
lick Retords, and uhiverſal Conſent, and conſtant and 
udinterru Tradition] and Practice, a ſufficient 
Ground for Certainty in a paſt; Fact, when there is 
not the leaſt Appearance to the contrary? And do 


not _ Council e all theſe in Proof of 1 Lak 
2 


Q 9 4 n 8 
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{hey art? They plead: Apoftdlical Tradition ad 
| Eatholick Practice fot the Divi intment of the 
5 mae; they aledge Autiquity, Univerſality, and 
3 Naben in bebalf ef iv, dich i as good" Byidence 
a ca have for the Canon of. th New Teſta, 
or Join their” Conſent w The? anſted Teſtli⸗ 
2 0 gee — tis: Ages; and adfitre to the Practict 
and Ptincipletof all their Prodectſſors, all which the; 

were espable of knowing ; aidthistheyarteſt in tho 
| oft publielan@:notorions.manne?: Onthedrherlindy 
' they reſtify' av expreſly;' that alchovgtichecorryprÞrid 
& wg Bo oo varians in bling! Water only, had - + 
regular and could L Giweth mefhing "like 

/ * _  Amtiquity; yer that the Corruption of che 
Houſing Wine only; was un — 2 of Veſterduy 
Practices withent alt Houndstidn e ved in de ech 
Neuſbn which they 4lledped-for it] practice contrary 
te the Inſtitution f Chriſt, and (Call che Authorities 
which give Teſtimony to his Divine Appointment 
las the Teffimehy of this Conni jp to be coilideted 
Hf Cogjanticn with; vnd 43 united to, that of ab Ch 
Kisns from the very Beginning; ia hic reſpetd they 
It as juſtly atteſt the Maxter of the iniſti tinec᷑ 
Mi and deſerve as mu Credit, as if they themſebver 
1} had been Eye-Witneſſes of it! to yup 2? 
" Fand 880 Vetere _ this Point, ond ob- 

ſerve'two or chte thin 213, -N 
1% That the Admidi — Ae Move appears-t0 
have'deew 2 novel Practice, and — on of the 
Armenians, not only from the Neaſd hs altedged' by the 
Council in behatf*of the Fſixrure, but from the very 
Pretence on which the Ammer g d their Pra: 
ice: For they cguld not produce the Example or 
Quſtom of any one Church, to countenance them 
hich woot all doubt they would: have done, if 
ha thing had ever been known or heard of in the 
Church) nor any other Authority, than one fingle 


Paſſage in the Writings of S. ia which they 
2 5 e Peder m 


ere evidently miſtaken ; eaning no ſuch 
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thing as the abſurd Conſequence they would have 
drawn from it. This ſhews, that there was not then 


the leaſt Evidence to be found in the Church for the 


Uſe of mere Wine. 


2. That adminiſtring with a ſingle Ingredient was 
inconſiſtent with Catholick Communion. The Aqua- 
riants, who firſt mutilated the Euchariſt by uſing Mater 


only, were condemned for a Breach of the Inſtitution; 


and the Armenians, who, ſome hundreds of Years after 


them, firſt began the Uſe of Vine without Water, 
were condemned, as ſoon as known, for a Breach of the 
Inſtitution ; which ſhews that the Church proceeded 


in both Caſes upon the ſame Principle, and never 


eſteemed Water alone, or Vine alone, but a Mixture. 
of both together, to be the inſtituted Matter of the 
Cup, and neceſſary to Communion. Ke 

3. That the Mixture of the Cup will ſtand the Teſt 


of thoſe Rules I mentioned at firſt, whereby to judge 


of Divine and Apoſtolical Traditions. For this was 
the known, conſtant and univerſal Practice of the 
Church in all Ages and Places for fifteen hundred Years 
together, without Interruption; it ĩs atteſted to have 


been inſtituted by Chriſt himſelf, by the united Voice 


of the Primitive Catholick Church; there was no 
Doubt or Queſtion of it in the Church, no Altera- 


tion of it, * by the Aquarian and Armenian He- 


reticks among themſelves; there can be no Beginning 
aſſigned to it, later than the Inſtitution: Upon all 
which accounts, it muſt neceſſarily have been co-eval 
with 1t, and delivered as ſuch by the Apoſtles; for 
ſhe could have received it no other way. On the 
other hand, we ſhew, that the Uſe of mere Wine in 
the Cup, was an Innovation of a late Date; that it 
began long after the Time of S. Chryſoftom, who died 
in the Fifth Century; that it was never known or 
heard of till the Armenians, unjuſtly pretending his 
Authority, firſt began it; that they were condemned 
by the Church for this very Practice, as ſoon as it was 
known; and that as they = the firſt who began 

Þ* it, 


=; 


it, ſo they continued ſingular in it all along, till John 

Calvin aroſe, the Reformer of Chriſtianity. Our Ad- 

verſaries have not been able to produce one ſingle 

Iaſtance of the Uſe, of mere Wine in the Cup, in any 

one Part of the Catholick Church, or among any one 

Sec or Party of Chriſtians, earlier than the Armenians, 

. all* their Arguments terminate in that one Miſtake 

which the Armenians ſtumbled upon; they have only 

improv'd upon them in this, that as the Armenians 

miſrepreſented the Senſe of S. Chryſaſtom, ſo the 

others are pleaſed to miſrepreſent the Senſe of the 
whole Catholick Church, as to the Point before us. 


IL. The next thing inſiſted on as neceſſary to be re- 
ſtored, is Prayer for the Dead. And here the Abridger 
deſires; to be informed, . of what Uſe our Prayers 
« are to the Dead? PIC 


- * % * 
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the Imperfection of the Separate State. The Catho- 
lick Doctrine, agreeably to the Holy Scriptures, was, 
that no Souls, whether of the Righteous or the Wicked, 
went to Heaven or Hell (ſtridtly ſpeaking) before the 
Reſurrection and final judgment; but that they are 
detained in a Middle State, the Wicked in their own 
Place, (A, i. 25.) in ſome Degree of Miſery, under 
moſt fearful Expectations of their final Doom; but that 
the Faithful in their proper Manſions, (called ſome- 
times Paradiſe, or Hades, or Abraham's Boſom) en- 
joyed a good Degree of Happineſs in Light, Reſt, and 
Peace, with a moſt comfortable ExpeRation of final 
and total Abſolution and Redemption, and of per- 


fect Bliſs and Glory in the Eternal Kingdom of God 
after the Conſymmation of all things: But withall, that 


in this intermediate, imperfect State, they were capable 
of Improvement both in Holineſs and Happineſs, to 
which the Prayers of the Livins were eſteemed very 


oO 


conducive,. but eſpecially the Euchariſtick Oblation, 


as being the moſt efficacious Means of -propitiating 
_. God the Father, and of procuring the Divine Bleſſings 


upon the whole Church. For they look'd upon the 
whole Catholick Church as one Body or Society, under 
Chriſt the Head, conſiſting of all the Faithful, whe- 
ther Living or Dead; Death being but a Removal of 
them to a diſtant Place, but by no means diſſolving 


the Relation of Brotherhood or Memberſhip in the 


Body of Chriſt; and that therefore the Communioa 
of this Body ought to be continued by all thoſe Offices 
which they were capable of performing for each other 
in their ſeyeral Stations and Degrees. And as they 
believed that the Righteous in their preſent Separate 
State, pray for their Brethrea here upon Earth; ſo 
the mutual Relation, Intereſts, Hopes and Expectations, 
engaged the Living Faithful to keep up the Commu- 
nion by ſuch Offices, as might conduce to the Im- 
provement and Jucreaſe of the Reſt, Peace; and Hap- 
pineſs of their Deceaſed Brethren; among which, none 
Is or can be of greater Ecags than the Oblation of 

"=P. 
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the Euchariſtick Sacrifice. But, Secondly, Another 
' Reaſon the Ancients alledged for this Practice, and 
which ſhews its V/efulneſs as well as Neceſſity, was the 
Tradition of the Apoſtles. Thus the Principle pro- 
ceeded upon mutual Relation and Catholickx Commu- 
nion, and was founded on Apoſtolical Tradition. 

L. This is what the Abridger denies, by puttin 
the Queſtion, „If our Prayers could be fo beneficia 
«.to the Dead, is it conceivable, that Chriſt and his 
« Apoſtles would have given us no manner of Dire- 
« Aion to pray for the Dead, no Example of it, no 
% Promiſe to it? | ? 

C. The Primitive Chriſtians do poſitively teſtify, 
that Prayers and Sacrifice for the Dead were an Apo- 
ſtolical Tradition; and theſe Gentlemen are pleaſed as 
Poſitively to deny it. Which of theſe, think you, 
moſt deſerve our Credit? They who lived early 
enough to diſcover the Certainty of the Fact, or they 
who live at this Diſtance from them ? If we muſt not 
believe the ancient Chriſtians concerning the Facts of 
our Religion, which they were capable of knowing, 
when they are unanimous in their Teſtimony, we muſt 
ſeek ont for new Evidence of our Religion itſelf, and 
Jie open to endleſs Innovations and Errors. But to 
purſue this Gentleman's own Method , how does it 
appear that Chriſt gave no ſuch Directions? Since 
we are aſſured that our Lord did many things be- 
ſides thoſe that are written, how can we be ſure but 
Iaſtructions on this Head might be ſome of them? 

L. „This, he ſays, is childiſh Trifling : The Evan- 
ce geliſt ſays, there are many things which Jeſus did 
= (oy which the beſt Expoſitors underſtand his Mira- 
& cles) not written in this Book; and by what Rule 
© of Reaſoning can you thence inferr, that many 
things he taught are not written? | 

C. The Reaſoning is this: The Things S. John ſpeaks 
of, were done by our Saviour in the Interval between 
his Refurrection and Aſcenſion ; but S. Luke aſſures 
us, that ſome of the Things which Jeſus did in that 

; | | . Interval, 
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Interval, were Iaſtructions and Orders given to the 
Apoſtles, whom he had choſen, to whom he ſhewed 
himſelf alive after his Paſſion, being ſeen of them 
- forty, Days, and ſpeaking 'of the Things pertaining to 
the Kingdom of God, Luke i. 2, 3. No Man will ſay, 
that giving Commandments, and ſpeaking of the 
Things pertaining to the Kingdom of God, was doing 
of nothing; and therefore ſome of the things which 
he taught in this Interval, muſt be reckoned among his 
Actions. If our Adverſaries will ſay that theſe Di- 
vine Diſcourſes are written, let them produce them. 
If they are not written, (as S. John aſſures us) the 
Queſtion ſtill remains, How can we know but luſtru- 
Rions on this Head might be ſome of them? 8 
L. 4 At this rate, he ſays, every nem Fancy of any 
“ future novator, if not ſupported by any other 
“ Part of Scripture, may be defended by quoting 
«© this Text. Wo . $141 
C. This Text was not quoted for poſitive Proof o 
our Lord's enjoining Prayer for the Dead, but as an Ar- 
gument to our Adverſaries, to ſhew the Inconſequence 
of their poſitive Aſſertion, That our Lord and his 
Apoſtles gave no Direction - for it. Neither was it 
quoted alone for the Defence of this Practice; but 
the Argument is ſupported by other Texts of Scrip- 
ture, and by the Teſtimony and Practice of the Uni- 
verſal Church. And as no nem Fancy can be ſupported 
by ſuch Proof as this; ſo whoever adheres to the 
good old Rule of Scripture and Apoſtolical Tradition, 
will never be found among thoſe whoſe Innovations 
are ſupported by their own Fancies, in Oppoſition to 
the united Teſtimony of Antiquity. | 
L. There is, it ſeems, an Inſtance of Prayer for the 
Dead in the ſecond Book of Maccabees, chap. xii. To 
which the Abridger replies, “ The Men for whom 
e thoſe Prayers were offered, died in unrepented 
* Idolatry, and for ſuch Men you do not think it 
E Lawful to pray. 


C. This 
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This paſſage was produced, as well by 8. 
+a$. by the Writers on this ſide of the G 
only in Teſtimony of Fact, vis. That i 4 was the Cu. 
ſtom of the Jews to pray for the Dead and conſe- 
| quently that it was no new Fancy, or a thing unknown 
in our Seviour's Time. Whether they — 94 * or 
bad Men which were prayed for, the Pack is the 
ſame; they præyed for the Dead, which is the Cuſtom 
of that People to this very Day 
I. But you muſt “ either prodace. ſome Proof of 
&. the Lawfulneſs of Prayer for the Dead, or elſe the 
* . — will take Leave to conclude, that the 
„ Prayer itſelf was endung what they had any 
„ Warrant to do. 
C Neither our Soviour nor his Halles ever andre 
"this Practice of the Jews, as Criminal or Superſtiti 
as they did thoſe that really were ſo. And i = 
did not condemn them in this thing, our Adver{a- 
; 2 do well to conſider what Warrant they have 
to do it. 
IL. As to that Command of S. Paul, Ep b. vi. 18 
to pray for all: Sgints, the Abridger fays, V. Ak Ex- 
* poſition has no Foundation in the Context, nor 
= any Commentator Ancient or Modern to ſupport 
"It; And till you prove the Dead the proper Ob- 
ject of our Prayers, the Phraſe af Saints mult be 
« underſtood of living Saints only." _ 
. Then, it ſeems, there are dead Saints Gs and 
ſince the Apoſtle gives no Hint of Excluſion of zbeſc 
latter, but without Limitation commands us to pra 
or. all Saints, how will the Command be obeyed, if 
we pray only for ſome of them? Or who has Power 
to limit a Command that is without Limitation ? Un- 
Jeſs therefore Prayer for the Faithful departed be pro- 
chibited in Scripture, a Command to pray for all Saint: 
muſt comprehend all who are e to that Cha- 
racter, and conſequently the Saints of the other World 
as well as of his. As for Commentators, the Pra- 
ctice of the whole Church is a ſufficient Comment 
| pen 
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pon this Text, and we may reg conclude? 
x when all Chriſtians upon the Fact of the Earth 
prayed for thoſe that were removed out of it, WF, 
naderſtood this and other Texts of Scripture, which 
are capable of ſuch ab- Interpretation, in the 'Seaſe 
which warranted their own Practice. 
L. „ At S. Stephens Funeral, devout Men made 
great Lamentation over him; but we no where read 
« that they offer d any Prayers for him; which it's 
highly reaſonable to ſuppoſe they would have done, 
ow hag this ſort of Devotion been then looked on as 
e an; cſſential Chriſtian Office. * 228 
C. Is it ſaid, that theſe devout Men did not pray for 
8. Stephen ? How then does the Abridger know that 
they did not? Theſe devout Men were Jewiſh Con- 
verts; they buried him according to the Cuſtom of 
their own Nation, for ought appears to the contra- 
ry; the Cuſtom of that Nation was to pray for the 
Dead; and therefore it is likely that they prayed for 
him; when they made ſach great Lamentation over 
him. Atleaſt, the Abridger has not ſaid any thing to 
render the contrary ſo much as probable. | 


IL. S. Paul writing to the Theſſalonians, cautions 


«© them to reſtrain their immoderate Grief for the 
% Loſs of their Friends, and comfort themſelves with 
the Hopes of meeting them at the laſt Day, 1 Theſ. 
* chap. iv. Here had been a fair Opportunity of put- 
ting them in Mind to ſhew their Affections to their 
< dear Friends, by praying for them; — but the Apo- 


- © ſtle ſays nothing like it. 


C. If theſe Gentlemen might have had the Pen- 
ning of that Epiſtle, they would, it ſeems, have in- 
ſtructed S. Paul to caution the Theſſalonians againſt 
praying for their departed Friends; which ſince the 
Apoſtle, who was inſtructed by the Holy Ghoſt in 
the Writing of it, has not done, we think here is 
nothing againſt Prayer for the Dead, and conſequently 
that this is nothing to our Adverſaries Purpoſe. Bur 
what if S. Paul did not pus them in Mind to. pro 

| or 
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for their deceaſed Friends in this Epiſtle? Does it 
- therefore follow, that he had not taught them this 
before, when. he was with them in Perſon, and in- 
ſtructed them in the Chriſtian Religion? So that 
there was no Occaſion of repeating it again, unleſs 
our Adverſaries can prove, that the Apoſtle was ob- 
liged to renew all his Paſtoral Inſtructions in every 
Epiſtle that he wrote. In ſhort, here is nothing in 
this, or any other of his Epiſtles, that looks like 
condemning or probubiting Prayers for the Dead; which 
would be the only thing our Adverſaries can have 
for their Purpoſe from the Authority of this Apoſtle. 
L. The Abridger ſpeaks like one that is very ſure, 
& 8. Paul knew nothing of this Doctrine. 1 
C. This looks like a Reflexion upon the Apoſtle, 
and is very unbecoming the Mouth of a Chriſtian, 
S. Paul was born a Jew, bred up at the Feet of Gama- 
liel, and thoroughly inſtructed in all the Doctrine; 
and Cuſtoms of his own Nation. Now Prayer for the 
Dead-being one of the Cuſtoms of that Nation, S. 
Paul muſt have known it; and ſince it does not ap- 
pear that he or any of the other Apoſtles ever con- 
demaed it, it may reaſonably be concluded that this 
was'one of the Cuſtoms of the Synagogue which were 
adopred into the Chriſtian Church : And the Teſti- 
mony of the Chriſtian Church that this was an Apo- 
ſtolical Tradition, takes away all reaſonable Ground 
of Doubt or Queſtion that it was. really ſo; from 
whence it will follow, that S. Paul knew this Do- 

ctrine very well, and practiſed it too. | 
But farther, it is probable S. Paul prayed for One- 
fephorus, after he was dead, 2 Tim. i. 18. both from 
the Tenor of the Prayer itſelf —— The Lord grant 
unto him that he may find Mercy of the Lord in that Day, 
that is, in the Day of Judgment; and becauſe the Apo- 
ſtle ſends no Salutation to or from him, which was 

his uſual Method at other times. 

L. The Abridger ſays, © he might have been lately 
at Rome, but not there when S. Paul wrote to Ti- 
8 ee 
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it WM © mothy, bat either od his Retura Home, or gone 


* „ Flat. 7 oo too 

1 C. Then the Salutation would have found him at 4 
at his Return; ſo that there would have been the ſame a 
3 Reaſon for ſending it, as if he had been actually at 
J- Home. | 448 alt 5 . 

7 L. © Had he been dead, it ſeems, it had been 

n 4 more natural for S. Paul to have called it the Houſ- 

e « hold of his Widow, or whomſoever elſe was the 

h « Head of the Family at that time. 

e C. This is again making very bold with S. Paul and 


with the Holy Scripture itſelf, where it is very com- 
* mon to . the Name of Chief Head of the 
Family (tho” dead long before) to the whole Poſte- 
I rity in ſucceeding Generations. Thus Joſeph is ſaid 
. to be of the Houſe (or Houſhold, for the Word is the 
5 ſame) of David, Luke ii. 4. In the ſame Senſe the 
8 whole People of the Jews are called the Houſe of 
* Iſrael, All, ii. 36. There are ſeveral other Inſtances 
6 of like Nature. Is not your Abridger then aſhamed 
Y to pretend to correct the Holy Scriptures, and to 
* inſinuate that S. Paul does not ſpeak properly or na- 
8 turally, ſuppoſing One ſiphorus to have been dead, 
e when he * in the general Phraſe of the Holy 
. Scriptures? | | 
- L. The Abridger now proceeds to the Teſtimonies 
d of the Fathers. | k EY 
1 C. There are two more Texts of Scripture which 
s I would' firſt offer to your Conſideration. The firſt 
is S. Paul's Exhortation, 1 Tim. ii. 1. That Supplications, 
- i Prayers, Interceſſions, and giving of Thanks be made for 


n EV all Men, What I would obſerve from this Text, is 
that our fir Reformers ſeem to have underſtood it 
„ as enjoining Prayers for the Dead. For in the Prayer 
- entitled, For the whole State of Chriſt's Church, in the 
8 Communion Office of the firſt; Common - Prayer- Book of 
Edward VI. this Text is recited as the Ground and 
y MM Reaſon of the whole Prayer; in which, after they 
j- have prayed for all Eſtates of Chriſtiaris on Earth, and 
7 K given 


\ 


given Thanks for the L . and Vertue declared 
in all Saints ſrom the Beginning of the World, they proceed 
to pray, for the Faithful, departed 'in theſe Words, We 
commend unto thy Mercy, O Lord, all other thy Servants . 
who are departed heritt from us with the Sign of Faith, &c. 
from: whence think”ir'is apparent, that the Church 
of England, at her firſt Reformation, retained the 
Practice of Praying for the Dead, not only as neceſlary., 
to the Communion. of Saints in the Unity of the 
Body of Chriſt, but alſo upon the Authority of the 
Holy Scriptures, according to the Senſe in which ſhe 

| underſtood the fore. cited Text. ' 
| The other Paſlage 1 have to offer, is in the Hiſtory 

= of the Inſtitation. — And he took the Cup, and gave 
Thanks, and gave it to them, ſaying, Drink ye all of it, 
for This is my Blood of the New Teſtament, which is ſhed 
for you and for many, for the Remiſſion of Sins, Now 
there are three things obſervable in this Expreſſion : 
Firſt, That our Lord ſpeaks of his Sacramental Blood, 
and ſays, that it was then poured bout or offered 
for many. | Secondly, That the Many, for whom (be- 
ſides the, Apoſtles) the Cup was then offered, were 
not then preſent, or actual Partakers of the conſe- 
crated Elements; for only the Twelve at moſt were 
prefent and partook with our Lord thereof. Thirdly, _ 
That the Euchariſt may and ought to be offered for 
many who are abſent, and not actual Partakers of the 
Holy Elements; and that the Oblation may be benefi- 
cial to them. But the Queſtion ſtil} remains, Who . 
were meant by the Many? Iſaiah ſays, He bare the Sin of 
mam, Ifai. Iiii. 12. And our Lord declares; he came 
to give his Life a Ranſom for many, Mat. xx. 28. which 
S. Paul interprets of all Men, ſaying he gave his Life 
a Ranſom for all, 1 Tim.11,6. Now in whatever Senſe 
we are to underſtand the Word many in thoſe Texts, 
it is certain the Faithful then departed were not ex- 
cluded, becauſe our Lord bore their Sins, and gave his 
Life a Ranſom for Them as well as for the Living. And 
if they were included in the Many for whom his Bloody 
Sacrifice was offered, I ſee not how they can 1 — 
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cluded from the Number of thoſe Mam, for whom 
he declares his inſtituted Unbloody Sacrifice, was of- 
fered. The chief Act of his Interceſſion, as a Afet- 
chic ede tian Prieſt, whilſt he was on Earth, was per- 
formed at his luſtitution of the Euchariſt; and if 
all che Faithful deceaſed from the Beginning of the 
World are ſaved by vertue of his Interceſſion, (as they 
certainly are) then they muſt be included in the 
Number of thoſe Mary for whom he offered the Aſel- 


chixedel an Sacrifice, and exerted the chief Act of his 


High- Prieſthood on Earth. And he having com- 
manded his Prieſts to make the ſame Oblation in 


Commemoration of him, how can they be ſaid to 


make the ſame Oblation, or to celebrate the Propi- 
tiating Memorial of his moſt precious Death and Paſ- 
ſion in due manner, if they offer it not in the ſame 
Extent in which he offered it? It is certain, that 
the Practice of the Church from the Beginning was 
always agreeable hereto, who offered. the Euchariſt 
for the Faithful Departed, as well as for the Living; 
and from their Practice it may reaſonably: be con- 
cluded, that they underſtood the. laſtitution in the 
Senſe 1 am ſpeaking of, and their Practice is the beſt 
Comment upon the Text. The Inſtitution of the 
Euchariſt being a poſitive Law, the Senſe. and true 
Deſign of it is beſt underſtood by the conſtant and 
uniform Practice of the Church in the Obſervance 
and Execution of it. 1 „ 
IL. When you come to prove the Practice of the 
Church by the Teſtimonies of the Fathers, the firſt, 
it ſeems, which you produce, is that of Tertullian 
but the Abridger © tells you of a much earlier Teſti- 
„ mony, and of conſiderable Weight in this Contro- 
* yerſy, but not on your ſide. He means the Epi- 
« ſtle of the Church of Smyrna concerning the Mar- 
e tyrdom of S. Polycarp, in which we have an Ac- 
* count of the decent Interment of bis Bones, and 
©* of their Reſolution to meet in order to .rejoice 
and give Thanks, and celebratg with Gladneſs the 
9M 4 7%" Birth-Day 
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< Birth-Day of his Martyrdom, but not a Word of 
« praying for him. 1 

C. All that the Abridger pretends to make of this 
Teſtimony (as he calls it) is, that here © is not one 
Word of praying for him ;” but he cannot ſay there 
is one Word ggainſt praying for him; which is the only 
Thing that could have been to his Purpoſe. * This is (to 

is own Words) a very pretty Tradition, where 

nothing is delivered, a conſiderable Teſtimony, wherein 
he confeſſes nothing is atteſted ! The Church of Smyrng 
ſays not a Word of Praying for the Dead in this Epi- 
ſtle! Will it follow from hence, that they did nat pray 
for them? Or that they thought it m % or un- 
neceſſary? So that notwithſtanding his boaſting that 
this Teſtimony is not on our ſide, I muſt tell you, 
that this is juſt ſuch a Proof againſt praying for the 
Dead, as Abraham begat Jſaac would have been. But 
that the Church of Smyrna did pray for the Dead, 
we may be well aſſured from the Cuſtom of the Ca- 
tholick Church, which we learn from the unanimous 
Teſtimonies of the Ancient Chriſtians. | 

The firſt of theſe Primitive Writers, whoſe Works 
are now extant, who expreſly mentions Prayers and 
Sacrifice for the Dead, is Tertullian, who Pouriſh'q 
within leſs than a hundred Years of the Death of 8. 
TFohu. He ſays, that it was the Cuſtom of the Church 
to mention the Names of the Deceaſed on the Anni- 
verſary of their Death, in the Prayers of the Eucha- 
riſtick Sacrifice. And here this Father recounting the 
Uſe of the Croſs, the Ceremonies of Baptiſm, &c. 
adds, If you require a Command ja Scripture for 
theſe Uſages, you will find none: The Practice ſtagds 
upon a Bottom of Tradition ; *tis confirm'd by Cuſtom, 
and one Generation follows it upon the Credit of 
that which went before. . 

Z. © If there be no Command in Scripture for 
&© Prayer for the Dead, as Tertullian allows, then your 
„% own Evidence has overturn'd all your. Proofs from 


4 - ture. 1 
- The Father ſpeaks of ſeveral Ceremonies or Cir- 
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cumſtances attending the Performance of certain Du- 
ties, which Duties were commanded in Scripture, tho? 


the Ceremonies were not. Thus Baptiſm is com- 


manded, tho Trine Immerſion be not; and by Parity 
of Conſtruction, the noCommand in Scripture will fall 
not on Prayer for the Dead, but on the Circumſtance 


of doing it Yearly on the Day of their Death, ' 


L. “ This Anſwer would ſuffice, if as clear Scrip- 


e tyre-Proofs could be produced for Prayer for the 


Dead, as for Baptiſm, * 
C. But why muſt the Scripture-Proofs be as clear 

for one as for the other ? Is there nathing obſcure in 

Scripture? Or are we obliged by nothing therein, 


but what is clear? Might not that be clear to the Au- 


cients, which in length of Time is become obſcure to 
us? Tho? there be clear Scripture-Proof for Bepti/mn, 
yet it is not ſo clear for Inſant- Baptiſm: Will it there- 
fore follow, there is no Scripture-Proof for it, becauſe 


it is not clear? - 


L. The Sacrament of Baptiſm is manifeſtly inſti- 
« tuted there; but of Prazer for the Dead there is not 
« one Word, any more than of the Time for it. 
C. I have given you ſeveral Texts which may pro- 
bably be iaterpreted as enjoining Prayer for the Dead, 
and the Abridger has not produced one againſt it. 
And how does he know that Tertullian and the Pri- 
mitive Chriſtians did not underſtand thoſe Paſſages as 
enjoining this Duty? That they practiſed it, is cer- 
tain; and that in thoſe early and illuminated Ages, 
the Church proceeded upon good Grounds, and per- 


formed the Chriſtian Worſhip in the manner it was 
inſtituted, cannot be denied. However, if there were 


not one Word in Scripture of Prayer for the Dead, 


that Caſe Tradition would be a ſufficient Warrant for 
our Practice. Y: | 
L. „ Tradition alone can make nothing neceſſary. 
C. Whether Tradition alone can make any thing 
neceſlary, is not the Queſtion ; tis ſufficient if Tr -- 
dition alone will prove or evidence any thing to be 
ER (hs Fe lr neceſſary. 


- neceſſary. For Inſtance, it is neceſſary that Chriſti. 
ans ſhould-obferve the firſt Day of the Week, and not 
the ſeventh; and it is neceſſary that Women, as well 
as Men, ſhould receive the Sacrament of the Eucha- 
. riſt, as well as that of Baptiſm ; and yet the Neceſſity 
of theſe Things can be proved only by Tradition, 
for there is no Command for them in Scripture. 
Again, it is neceſſary that we believe the Holy Scrip- 
tures to be the Word of God; and yet we have no 
ſure Ground to go upon for this neceſſary Duty, but 
b I NOTING 
I. But if this Teſtimony be of ſuch Force as you 
pretend, he asks, why have you not revived Trine 
/1mmerſion ? For if Tradition makes the Revival 
. of the one neceſſary, the ſame Tradition will make 
te the Revival of the other neceſſary alſo.  — 
Ci. There is no Conſequence in this: For the ſam 
Tradition which proves the one to be neceſſary, proves 
the other not to be neceſſary. The Holy Scriptures 
themſelves do not make every thing neceſſary that is 
written: There are ſome things circumſtantial and 


alterable, others eſſential and indiſpenſable. Our Sa- 


viour, for Inſtance, commanded his Diſciples to waſh 
one another's Feet; and yet this is allowed not to 
be neceſſary. The Apoſtles made a Decree againſt 
eating! Meats offered to Idols, Acts xv. 29. which yet 
S. Paul allows of as a thing indifferent, 1 Cor. viii. 
which cannot be ſaid of every thing elſe prohibited 
by that Council: If Prayer for the Dead therefore 
reſted wholly upon Traditjon, it would not follow 
that it is no more neceſſary than Trine Immerſion, 
becauſe we find the Church practiſed this as a Cere- 


mony only attending Baptiſm, and not as Eſſential to 


that Sacrament ; but the other is a thing of a Moral 
Nature, and of the Subſtance of Religion. Now one 
way to diſtinguiſh between Subſtance and Circum- 
ſtance, is from the Practice of the Church. Prayer 
for the Dead has been always practiſed in the Church 
till the XVI. Century; Trine Immerſion long ago 
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laid aſide, for which no doubt the Church had very 
good D E Feet 
'L. “ He grants it, and that Reaſon, was the Au- 
« thority the Church has in things Iadiffereat, which 
« ſhe may diſcontinue or not, as ſhe pleaſes; but in 
« Eſſentials, ſhe-has not the ſame Libertxx. 
C If there de any thing in this Argument, it ſup- 
poſes Prayer for the Dead to be à thing indifferent; 
) otherwiſe he grants the Church has not Liberty to 
t diſcontinue it. And yet you find him condemning it 
as uncommanded, unprofitable, erroneous, unlawful, 
1 and HAM. % faton ett SANE 22 
e L. © You are now, contrary to your own Prin- 
| WW © ciples, he ſays, reſolving the Eſſentiality of Prayer 
e « for the Dead, not into early Tradition, but the 
« Continuance of it in the Church in After-Ages. 
C. If Prayer for the Dead continued in the Church 
in After-Ages, then it muſt have been in the firſt; 
for that cannot be ſaid to continue in any Age which 
had no Being in that which was before; ſo that this 
proves the Original Tradition of it, unleſs it can be 
proved to have begun later than the firſt Age. But 
whether Tradition will make it neceſſary or no, it will 0 
at leaſt prove it to be /awful, and upon this account 4 
we agree that Trine Immerſion may be revived, if | 
theſe Gentlemen pleaſe; but tho' Nane Imadefin 
be not neceſſary in itſelf, notwithſtanding it be law- 
fal; yet if Prayer for the Dead be lawful, which Tra- 
dition at leaſt aſſures us of, Chriſtian Charity, which 
is the Law of Catholick Communion, will make it 
an Eſſential Office of Worſhip. The Communion of 
Saints, Which is an Article of our Creed, implies an . 
Obligation to the Performance of all thoſe Good- 
Offices which are in their Power to do for each other: 
If therefore it be lawful to pray for our Deceaſed Bre- 
thren, (who are ſtill oar Brethren and Fellow-Members 
of the Body of Chriſt) the Law of Catholick Commu- 
nion will make it abſolutely neceſſary. For with - 
hat Propriety can we be faid to hold the Commu- 
| nion 
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lawfully. may, and is in our Power to do for the 


* 


greateſt and beſt Part of tbem? 


'L.*<* None of the Writers of our frech, who 
% have excellently explained wherein our Commu. 


* nion with the Saints departed confilts, make Prayer: 
<< for the Dead any Part of ir: And it is incumbent 
«or you, Who aſſert the contrary, to prove that 
, Prayer for the Dead is capable of being beneficial to 
© the Sainrs departed; Phat Man, whom God 


Has bleſſed with common Senſe, can imaging our 


„ Communion with the Saints to conſiſt in offering 


\ 


nion of Saints, when we! efuſe to do that which. we | 


<«"uncommanded, unprofitable Prayers for them ? © 
. Fou ſee he does not yet pretend that ſuch Pray- 
ers are forbidden; and if they. were neither com- 


manded nor forbidden, they, are certainly not unlawful; 
and if they are not unlawful, they may be uſed withour 


Siu; and then Charity, which is che Law of Commu- 


nion, will make them neceſſary, However, neither 
the Abridger nor his Friends have proved them to be 


uncommanded, aud I hive ſhewn' you ſome Texts 


of Scripture” wherein it is at leaſt probable, 
and, if they are interpreted by the Practice of the 
Church, I think it is evident, that ſuch Prayers are 
commanded: As for their being beneficial” to the 
Saints departed, I have told you what were the Sen- 
timents of the Ancient Church concerning it. And 
tho” the Abridger takes upon him to prototince theſe 
Prayers to he uncommanded and unprofitable, in Con- 
tradiction to the Senſe of the whole Catholick Church; 
yet which of theſe two were bleſſed with the greateſt 
Share of Senſe, 1 leave you to determine; only re- 
turning this Queſtion, What Man, whom. G 
_ bleſſed. with common Charity, can believe that the Ca- 
tholick Church, for many Hundreds of Years together, 
did offer unlawful aud unprofitable Prayers to God in 
the higheſt Solemnities of the Chriſtian Worſhip ? As 
for the Writers of the Church of England, with; all 
due Reſpe@&be it ſpoken, I —y WY 
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es three Reaſons, why be thinks vi 
144 1x7 U 1 670 and the firſt is, becauſe. we' have 
1 Ab de of ahy ſuch Practice before his 


15 ſecond, [954-3 after Vis Time, we 
35 ae of it out "of Ariel, till after the'T 

chk laſt, becauſe” it is probable he re- 

Piper: oj this Tradition together wich 19 Mens 8 

« tan * | 123 245) LOCO! p 1 
44 2 21 ficſt Realbh, it ab! is 4 hecaüſe ie have 
« not the leaſt Hint of any ſuch Practice before his 
Time.“ Nrtullan himſelf "gives us a great deal 
more than a Hint of this; for he fays poſitively, it 
was always praiſed. before, as well as in his Time. 
But what if we have no Hint of - this Practice before 
his Time? Will it follow, that Te#twl;ar had no Hint 
of it ? That there were no Records or Memorials of 
it then remaining, which have been ſince loſt? Or 
that he did not know the Catholick Practice of his own 
Time, which: Wäs a demonſtratite Proof of its — | 
an Apo poſtolical Many ered Or chat he who! flouri | 
"lug lens ** 1 of the Apoſties 
53 7. L be * 


* with the Saint. _ 


* | 


* % (C 70 HBB q h 4 
Tings, had not Tafficient Means of 1 8 28 a 
1 75 LAT the Nats lt i 490 a. feste dk - Fact w 5 
ax here aſſerts; an 1 aks of it as a thing uni- 
verſally known and practise , anff of W ng had” 
been no manner of; Daybt or Queſtion. His Words 
import, that FRE conſtant, ug pe, and uni- 
verſal Practice of the ee of P raying for the Dead, 
8 a certain Proof of its deine an bs Poſtolical Tra- 
rt, ae be that of F Nalin he ny 4 oftalical. 
e hinifelf ; 11 in theſe, Words here 
Beep dbere z, 1 writt: for general Practice, e 
28 e c Conſtruction to believe the 1» 
& R fron 125 Apoſtle.” The Father proceeds 
upon the Known and allowed Rule of judging 15 Apo- 
a Tradition, . general Cuſtom, or conſta 55 
qulaterea adde, and univerſal, Practice; which 
plainly aſſerts to be the Caſe with reſpeR to Pray ers 
far ay Dead. ;And, this, 1. think, is 5 much more chan 
a Hint, even an expreſs, and full Teſt iy Hat. 
Fro for. the Dead was in Ai fore, ' 
by Time: even f om the Times 0 "te e I 
his is not are o Gee but 0 7, of Which 
be was à capa nels, and the 107 
| of Tertulien will liner ier us to believe th at he would 
impoſe a Falſhood upon the World, nch Wok 
been! notoxious to every body at the Time be 
eſpecially ſince he was, contradicted by no on, Kd 
there is no Proof, no nor ſo much. as the leaſt Hin hl 
e being falſe. Nor indeed could he po 
impoſed a Fallhood upon the Chriſtians of hat 
A it he would; Wah he ſpeaks of the general 
Practice of the Church Far re being, Which no Chri- 
ſtian cauld be ignorant. of. The moſt that our Ad- 
verſaries can make of this Objection, is, only the Si- 
tence of thoſe Writers who lived before Tertullian, 


and w hoſe Works are no extant, but they have not 
deen able to produce ſo much as te is: Hint againſt 


1 


Prager for the Dead; either wi Capel 14 Opinion, 
or ro Fact. 


L. ＋ A 


* | ENT 
I., A-yery pretty, Tradition, fays the Abridger, 
. where nothing i delivered! u abb i 
. Here he confronts his own Authority againſt 
a Father of the Second Century, in a Matter of Fact, 
without the leaſt. Pcoof to the contrary. Tertullian 8 
expreſly alerts, that Prayer. for the Dead was proved * * 
to be an Apoſfalical Tradition, by the known and | 
conſtant Practice of the Catholick Church; and your 
"Abridger has the Face to give. this. Father the Lye, _ 
- without vouching any one fingle Authority to the \/ 
contrar y. eie Linen. 8 
I. But he ſays, “ this Tradition 1s to be proyed, 
© not by Teſtimonies of Perſons well acquainted with 
7 it, but by the Silence of thoſe who never heard 
n aha 


| | : 9 
* . li is the leſs Wonder that he makes ſo bold witz 
/ the Primitive Church, ſince he has done the ſame with 

8. Paul before. But how does, he know that the Pri- 
; mitive Church never heard of Prayer for the Dead? 
4 Tertullian aſſures us, that they pradtiſed it; and if 
\ WW - +#bey pradtiſed it, they certainly did hear of it. Has 
* the Abridgen proved, that they did not practiſe it? 
Or is there no way for Chriſtians to know the Pra- 
e Qice of their immediate Predeceſſors, unleſs it be con- 

veyed to them in Writing? On the other hand, do we 
3 prove it by the Sifence of the Primitive Writers ? 
* Is not here an expreſs written Teſtimony of an emi- 
y nent Perſon of the Second Century, who was well 
acquainted with it? and who. ſpeaks of it as a Fat 


al ' known, allowed, general, and of immemorial Stand- * 
2 ing in the Church? Is there any thing alledged againſt 
d. i in this Reaſon, but only the Silence of thoſe, who | 
i. ve are aſſured by Tertullian that they did practiſe it, and 
= that they received it by Succeſſion from the Apoſtles 


of npon the Credit of the Church? Could nor 'a Perſon 
aft of Tertullian s Character and Age tell what had beea 
n, the Catholick Practice of Chriſtians from the Apoſtles 
| Time to his own? Or when he. poſitively aſſerts it, 
muſt we not give Credit to him, when there appears 
TH, 3 nothing, 


_— 


that is remaining in the Church concerning it con- 
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nothing to the contrary, and when all the Evidence 
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firms his Teſtimony? In ſhott, have out Adverſaries 


confronted his Teſtimony by any one fingle Catholick 
Writer, either before of after him? Terrullian's Teſti- 


mony therefore holds good againſt our Adverſaries firſt 
Reaſon, and proves that all Chriſtians that were be- 
fore him, were well acquainted with this PraQice, 


and that they all agreed and adhered together in it. 


L. The Abridper thinks this Practice was confined 
to Africk, *+ becauſe after Tertullian s Time we hear 
© nothing of it any where elſe, till after the Third 
6 Century. ö 5 1 1 . mY 4 * 1 4 7 | 
C. This is falſe in Fact, according to his own Cal- 


culation of the Matter. For he has owned that the 


Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, which preſcribe' Prayers for 


_ the Dead, and which are not pretended to be of Afri- 


can Original, were extant before the End of the 
Third Century; and therefore we do hear of it out 
of Afriet before the End of the Period he has limited. 
But if jt were ſuppoſed that we hear nothing of it 
out of Africt from Tertullian's Time till after the 
Third Century, would it follow that the Chriſtians 


of thoſe Times heard nothing of it? The African 


Church made a great Figure in Chriſtendom, both be- 
fore and after Tertullian's Time, and was in full and 
Catholick Communion with all other Churches; which 


would have been impoſſible, if they had differed from 
the reſt of Chriſtendom in this Point. Prayer for the 


Dead (which is granted to have heen the general Pra- 
ctice in Africa after Tertullian) is ſpoken of, not only 


by ſingle Writers, but by an ancient Council of Ca- 


 tholick Biſhops in Africa, as a thing known and uſed 
in the Catholick Church upon Chriſtian Principles. 


Is it poſſible then, that a Practice ſo publick and no- 
torious ſhould not be known or heard of in other 
Parts of the Chriſtian World? Or that all other 


Churches would have held fo cloſe and ſtrict Commu- 


nion with the African Chriſtians, without any Cenſure, 
"4 Piſpute 


- 


711 


Diſpute or Gvehtiod in this anden if lt 220 


deen an Innovation or Cotruption in the Chilſtian 
Worſhip? Or ſhould we have found all Chriſtendm 


in this Practite, and pleading for it as of Apoſtolical 


Gate it it had ever * known to have been 
con 


ned to AHfricł? If 'Prayer for the Dead had not 


been an Original and Ualverfal practice from the 


Apoſtles Times downward, then it muſt be fa 
that the Church, ſome time 6r other, altere 


che 


ChriſtianWorſhip as to this Point. Has your Abyidper 
brought any Proof of ſuch an Alteration? Has he 


traced the leaſt Footſteps of it? Has he ſhewn in 
any one Inſtance, for the firſt Three Centuries; Where, 


when, or by hom Prayer. for the Dead was not Pra- 


ctiſed? Has he alledged any one fingle Writer that 


contradicts or bandes it? Has he brought any man- 
ner of Proof that it began in the Church later than 


the 4 It being therefore a thing univerſally | 


practiſed, of which there never was any Doubt in 
the Church, and of which bb Beginning can be -2 
ſigned later than the Apoſtles} it muſt of neceſſit 
have been from the Begianing dei to the Church 
by the Apoſtless. 7 273601 

L. The Abridger ſeems to fix its Original i in Mon- 
taniſm, in his third Reaſon, which is, * beeauſe it 


«js proba ble Tertullian received t this Tradi tion togs⸗- | 


“ ther with his Adontaniſm. 

C. This laſt Reaſon ſeems to be inconſiſtent: with 
the other; for if Prayer for the Dead had never been 
heard of before Tera H s Time, nor after him out 
of Africk, till after the Third Century, (as our Ad- 


verſaries ſuggeſt) I conceive it to be impoſſible Ter- 
tullian ſhould ever have received it from Mont arus _ 


becauſe Mont anus was a Phrygian, and firſt vented a 
propagated his Errors in Aſia Minor. But ſince the 


Gentleman ſays it's probable Tertullian received: this 
Tradition together with his Montauiſim; let us —_ 


What Proof he —_ for i It, 
| L. His 


ET 
_ 


ww | taht 32 No F * * "IM 
r * 
L. His; Ad ver ſary faiths 4; That if Tertullian xe- 
A dceired this Tradition together wich his An, 
it would not follow that it was erroneous. 
This is entirely the Abridger's own, natwith. 
ſtanding he has put it into thę Mouth of his 128 
No ſuch thing, I can aſſure you, has been ſaid in th 
Courſe of this Controyerſy : No Argument formed 
upon ſuch a; Suppoſition,” The Suppoſition itſelf i; 
as; contrary to the Teſtimony of Tertullian, as to all 
the Arguments drawn from that Teſtimogy- It bas 
Audeed been ſaid, * That the AMonraniſts. were far 
4 from being in the wrong in every Part of Belief 
r Practice; Which our Adverſaries cannot deny, 
What therefore, if the Aontaniſts prayed. for the 
Dead? Does this prove that the Catholick Church 
did not do the ſame? Tereullian is very poſitive, that 
this Fractice was univerſal from the Apoſtles Times 
£0. his own, and there is not the leaſt Appearance of 
any thing to the contrary; and therefore it is not to 
de doubted, but that Aont anus himſelf received this 
Tradition from the Church together with his Chri- 
ſtianity, before be ſet up bis new Prophecy, and 
that he retained it together with ſeveral other Ca- 
tholick Uſages after he fell . 11 4 
. The Reaſon the Abridger himſelf alledges, why 
Tertullian received this Tradition together with his 
Mentaniſm, is, That the Book, from whence. this 
«: Bafſage is quoted , was; wrote after he turned 
P a> es 
C., The Time when this Book was written, whe- 
ther before or after he turned Mont aniſt, is (in the 
Language of the ' Abridger) .a thing much diſputed 
among Commentators; and there are at leaſt as good 
Reaſons given for its having been written before, as 


after his turning Mentaniſt. But ſuppoſing it was 
wrote when he was a Aſont aniſt, this does not in the 
leaſt affect the Credit of his Teſtimony.concerning 4 
« or capable Witgels- 

Opinion in other 
Ds. Matters 


Matter of Fact, of which he w 
His being miſtaken in Point o 


* 
* * 


Ipeaks of it after he turned Montanift. 
which are allowed not to be Mont aniſlicul Etrors 


rs none of them ever diſcovered it to be an Errar, 


[* * 1 , 
” A wy 


"ape; th 


tics A's no, Proof * 125 Ve Sets 1 
pott of a IN which he hi ys WAS univerſal 


knowh and allowed to be e ind her | 
Teſtimony was cofirmed b os Retour f i 
whale Catholick Church. ” it to be an 
poſtolical Tradition, by its' Rae been water 8 87 
pate by Cbriſtians mem Time immer He hiv got 


is 3 Proof equal to any Demonſtration. 
F hu Lied Years! to look back for the an 9055 
e Hr. 


this Tradition; and as for the Pradtite of the 
lick Chirch in his owa Time, it wus impo 
kim to be ignorant of it. S0 rhat this whole Tefti 
mony muſt in every reſpect have been zunki 

fle, if Prayer for the Dead 994 1 been an Invention 
of Montanus, who was bis Cotemporary; and as 
nian muſt have caſt off all Regard'to Truth and 
Modeſty, before he could have faid this, if in: 

not received this Tradition before he turned Mont 

ſo Montanus and his Followers would icertai 7 HK 
been condemned for this, as they ' werefor, their 
other Errors, if this had been of Mont Fro 
17 5 Our N n ban. « 


sR 
Fab -Montanus, the Author 753 that Sect, 1 
tow it can be a Brach of Afontaniſm, tho? 


5 A 
But fart 


Tert jan mentions this Practice amon Erde 


pr ot 

Qices, 4 "muck 

more ancient than Aantanus, and wh 1 2 | i we 
Church in the Times of the Apolttes. And as 2555 

is no Shadow, of Appearance that Prayer for i Pla 

Was of later Original than either of the others; fone 

of. the ancient Fathers ever diſcovered it to de 10 3 


or 


peculiar to Africk, but Catholick 1 


-_ 81 a 155 the Beginning 


| Pry cetiſur 
and co fon Io 5 Ar 1 
ot he Mer Cale 


6% wete' made wher 
Neg chere! al Uſ q 
tal Uſe. - 
+ fs $ mal . by "Euſebius 
of Gert, 110 uri 195 pretty eatly i the 
7 Mem mber. 'of the Council 


| {2 cn an verſed in the 

4 1 5 and 1517 de ſuppoſed 
ign rant. EF any: un ory of Montaniſm ; 

L yet in his et the Errofs of Mont and 

| his Follow N ng mention of 72 5 for the 

4 #3 any of them; On the contrary, hie ſpeaks 

| .othe: $4 a tholick Practice of the 

But Fi ents ad, tg, be informed, how 


0 15 ar P ray 7 f oy 55 Jain 


entury,. tha 75 0 af any time . The) 
e pot p ENG 0 to ptove that 
a | been le cfore, 109 It. was 17 * 

eems,. it „Was * eit , that [ 11 not one Ex- 


f Ne te be joung i abe e 
BED d may be ſati isfied 

etheſe ch x er have not 

NE ebilod! 16 this general Rule; 

N99 5 We mould have had it. bey 

Ih oa eh have. been gegeral in the Begin- 

bf the Fourth 5 Tertullian is poſitive that | 


.uin 
it had 9 555 wt the general Practice of Chriſtians; 
and if no one 8 R oak be produced againſt it for 
res hundred Years together trom the Beginning of, 
| 1 1 it_muſt have been always univerſal, it 
e begin: and. "proceeded | with e 


. * 3 
Y 005 < 
oF a og, 20 7 her who lived in the 


them, 
1.4 San er as rg 2117 upon the Galbotici 
WS: | 


ba if Ihe did n t condemn 0 1 7 
kannt, ho Aly becauſe ſhe racuſed It ks ould 
| indeed ave. been very if the Ads had 


2290 4 her own Nadel ut 11 8 Fe 2 75 
111 KY 145 J been any A d not if 1 


ries ſ1ggeſt) it would have 
i 1 85 hey — e 1 18 18 
il ; Condemned or op the other 
e fo wi ea, Di rrence. of Worltip was, ner; en n- 
4 11 ent Mith olick Commun on; there. t hav X 
j ollowed a.Breach, upon it. But ſince noh 


15 0 5 as our Adverlaties allow; ſince Pr ayer 
7 


ad iwas never condemned or cenſured, never 
oppoſed, queſtioned, or doybted 70 from the Begin- 


\ ans 5 nl ime we are, ſpeaking of ; ſince it was in 
0 ener as that not ſo much as O e 
Is. 75 I 5. gainſt it i in the firſt Thiee of 


Chriſtianity; chis is a Demouſtration that it fog 
105 Aud. properly Catholick; that it was pra 

all Chriſtians in all Times and Places; and in ſhort, 
Hons from the Apoſtles, themſelves, and Was 

with Chriſtianity © 

But how does your Abridger ac cquitt the Meene Chyn- 
i! of Ment aniſm ? For is, i 1 5 0 that Prayer for 
2 You was in general vs at the Time ot that 

uncil. 1 24 

4 1. et The Error; he 198, is not ſo dae che as 

© to oblige any Man, who does not think the Nicene 
| -* Council infallible, to take Pains to acquitt them 
| {© from being miſtaken, in this Point. 


e Here is a Charge of Adontaniſm exhibited a- 
gainſt the Nicene Council? The Catholick Church in 

| the Beginning of the, Fourth Century given up to 
| one of the, Deluſioas of a'Demoniack, of a condemned 
Heretick! And this on no other Pretence, than that 
they were not infalible! When Calumny paſſes for 

M Argument, 


„0 . _ | | W N u K — 
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At ument, it is a n that Proof ry ery os, 
Bar? * the” Etror, it 2 tha 45 not fd al en e, 
4 that we may fafely aliow the rs he been * 


< taken in this poige,” _ ok Pr Dead 
4 Branch of Mont ani ſin, ereſy condemnec , 
and 1 believe all ble SR will 14 7 them- 
bending to acquitt the Nicene Council from the 
Charge of Hereſy. If Prayer for the  Deac "he an. Et- 
ror, It is a Practical Error, and you will grant all 
Practical Errors to be very dangerous. If ik be a 
Practical Error, it is an Immorality, and J ſuppoſe 
dur Adverfaries' «il allow it to be unlawful to join 
in an immoral Worſhip or unlawful Prayers. And 
if 10, the Communion 'of the Catholic Church in the 
Fourth e ty. moſt have been Corrupt; and (ac- 
cordin the Abridger) it was not Jawful to com- 
Molen with the ke Council, or with the Catho- 
1555 2750 of that Age. And yet the State of the 
Church at the Time W. that Council js generally 
RAE 1 be the true Standard of Reformation. 
I know that our Adverſaries are unwilling to allow 
that Prayer for the Dead was univerſally practiſed by 
Chriſtians at the Time of the Council of Nice. And 
vet, as 1 Oblerved before, they have not been able 
to prove the contrary by fo much as one figgle u- 
ſtance; they grant it was practiſed without being 
condemned; nor do they pretend that it was any 
way oppoſed, diſputed, or doubted, of at àny time 
before or at the Council of Nice. From whence it 
neceſſarily follows, that it bad at all Times been uni- 
verſal; that it was an Original and Apoſtslical 1 
dition. For if ever there had been a Time when Pr, 
fer the Dead was not practiſed in the Chriſtian Church, 
or not practiſed by all Catholick Chriſtians, then ſuch 
practice either at its firſt Riſe, or in its Progreſs, muſt 
have been oppoſed, cenſured, or condemned, becauſe 
ſuch Difference of Worſhip was utterly inconſiſtent 
with Communion. They who practiſed it, could not ; 
have communicated with thoſe who refuſed it; oh T 
| i” 


* 
* 
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Prayer fo 
Church 


4 2 


[is 


cle 15 Vfb refuſed it, Fan with thoſe” 


who. Practiſed it: And" that "far this plail Reaſon, 
Wezufe there would have been Contratiety of Wor- 
ſhips Nan which one side muſt haye been guilty of or- 
1035 0 Which is inconſſteut with 

oh ook Got union. Bat ſince it is ad red that, 
Dead was the general Practice of the 

in the Beginning of the Four Century, 
55 the Communion of all Chriſtians was Catholick 
—_ 5 the ſelf· ſame it had ever been; ſi nce 
ctice never was condemned or cenfüred. but 

ng” ben t Exception, Doubt; or Queſtion,” ei- 


ther thett ot at any time before: This puts it beyond 


all Diſpute, 115 it was always practiſed by all Chris 
ſtizns" the Beginning ;z that it was Part of that 
Uhifo fn Trait on which: the Apoſtles delrered to 


the Saitits; and Ehſequearty this it is nv Error, but 
#Sincere and Genuine, au Original and Eſential Fart 
of the Chriſtian Worſhip, an abſolutely Neceſl: ary. 
to the Communion: of Saints, which is an Article of 
our Cried... Bur farther, the Church of Figtand allows 
the Catholick Church to have been iu a Seite of Puri- 
for at feaſt the firſt Four "or Five Hundred Years : 
he Cbügeil of Nice far in the Year 325, which is 
within that Period, when Doctrine and 9 5 are 
allowed: to have been moſt pure. If then'Prajer for 
the Pead bud been. an Error, the: Church cou of not 
have been then in a State 'of Purity, becauſe falſe 
and er röfleods, „aid and e Worſhip are 
moſt impure;” * 
L. © "The Church, he ſays; never was in x State 
« of- perfect anſþorted Purity, nor ever will 'be 
4 lor = it conſiſts of weak fallible Men. And in weh 
FPurity as is conſiſtent with the Weakneſſes 
« 55 Ifirmities of Mankind, Errors of leſs Conſe- 
quence, and Uſages not Neceſſary, may creep in, 
C. Here is the Stole Catholick Church, from the 
Times of the Apoſtles, given up to Herefy and Cor- 
ruptjon, On * becauſe its Mem ers Were not perfect 


V 2 aud 
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841] | 
and unf potted, but. megk, an falible Man, A weg 8 
poſſible. they might er & Errors. may.creep.in 
Aild by | S Jaime, Way th h may creep 9 by! 
this wa of Arguing, we can never be fare. we are in 
the Right. - But whet he rt e Members 9 f | be FR, 
were infallible or 50 Wo ating to Ale! urpoſe o 
this Vilpute. The Churc 125 chen ig a State of Pu- 
rity, w den ba Trine and Religion, hen W's and, 
Worlhip, Government: and Diſcipline, 1 gb ht and, 
genuine; when. no, .Corrupting Mixtures d 71 55 
ther the common Faith or püblick Worſhip, ppl Oh 
Church. In ſuch a State as this, the Catholick G ir 
af the IGG: 2 the Council of Nice, f is alawed 4 0 

to have been. es Wers, 


8 
Biſhops 2 27 together from all Pa any of Chriſten» 
dom; Men, who as they ne their Lives Log 


Sake of the Tor Je, Ja. th vs mould have ſited 
tb any kid of Death, rather than hase 5 ted to 
any known 15 or haye ac 

into the Chriſtian. F ee . 
ceivable, i ths — Ip 
ignorant of. tbe poi ka fa {Ew 
erat IF 1 1 5 ky aa came, as del fore 
us 3 the Dead had not been then x 
15 I Brat 2 150 cou d not have g ommunicated. 


together, ag t oP Y did. teal till ſo f Stable a — 
ferency chad deen Te And, farther, ik. a ad 
been, 2 Branch of .A/oxr api/m, if it had, taken, its 
from à condemned Heretick, and had not, e heard 
of out of Africk eget). the ker Edle 
th entlemen, e 15 abſolutely impoſſible 
c 10 many eri c 0 bled from 1 

the Chriſtian 2 hol Id. ave Po 9 5 to- 
gether in a Point of p, wherein tue Thirds of 


Them at leaſt, Col to, this Sappoſitioh, | muſt 


have differ; d from the reſt; and this wit out any, 
manger of Doubt or Queltion,, Diſpute or Heſitancy 
about it. Nor yet is ib to be imagined, that all theſe 
beter Luminaries of the Church, who were ſo zealous 


or the Faith, and moſt of them noble Coufeſſors 8 
th 6 
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reer een 
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mee 1 would, 3 Redet, 


* 16 fark. 100 non albe defended in Jeueral Parts, 


deceived and miſka 1 in 
| Lay, and unavthorigede felfe 40 pe icon De rn 


Ariury, bot. adhered) ty a Brageh, 


truly Chriſtian Pradge, but 
Jy ly agaiaſ the Primitive Chur 


ſugh, PraRice, is: 
1 our Adye' e The ene mai confirm yna 
thay at eir Arguments arg ſuch as would; makg.qhe 
whole: Body. off, Chriſtians in the | firſt; and pureſt 


: Vin, And. uperſtitions Worſbip.- 50H In 53} roY 


© 5 tis all Will or aan Guerdignſip,0n, CNN Teaſe, 
his Name ſhould not be mentioned after his Dreraſe 


; Tr tory. Prayer for his Repoſe offered to Gd. 
Wa Raulf ius, a Prieſt, a Guardian in his Will; tor 
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SA iſtian Wor ſhip, or fe Arber 
ived at i the Holy Bocharilt being e ere 
her manger than Ohriſt inſtituted, and the Ca Catbo- 
eee 14 %% c bh 
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1 55 cs vert —. 
at, Council; is e 9 1 — 


. 
by; ſuch Efforts wand as I have ſbewn you th 12 
was the uniyergl-Prafiiee of all Chriſtiaus, a 
ſtratiye Proaf, of the = 
it, ſol, think the very Efforts: 


Thas there are n Arguments 


ical Tradition 


Belief of cha Tradition, ; when. you, cquſider 


to have bgen Hereticks, and involve the Primi- 


tive Catholick Gharch in the Crimg-rof dep 


N The next;Authority: is from:$. Cyprian, who, 
9 orms. us, dis ſaid, of a Synodical Decree, F hat: 
&<.-36 ANF. of the; Faithful, nominates a; Clergyman 


Lat dhe Eucheriſtick Sacrifice, nor anf NRecommenda- 
Gu The Caſe was this: One FiFor had made Gema: 
Which 
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which 8. e gives Orders that .yo Ptdyer ſhould! | 
he made FiFor at the Solechuity of the Eurfla: 
riſt. The Reaſon he Wedges for this Severity againſt" 
Ville, is à Pecree of a Synod N Ne 
2 to that purpoſe; which 8. Nee 

Hary and religious:*: Nowe t ctee, and S.Cy 
ums Proceedings in Conſequence of it, are an 2 | 
— Proof of theſe two things: Firſt, That: Prayer 
for the Dead, or Offer Offering the Eüchariſt fot the Faith-, 
fa} Departed, as welas for the Living was the Known 

andi u Seotitefted” © om of the Catholick Chih,” 
before that Lind was made; for the Decree pro 
cecded upon that Bottom, and if it had not been the 
. conſtant, and Catholick! e o offer 
e ets for the'Þ aithfur Dep hues 
it WWüld have ber d for d Council of 
to decreꝭ᷑ in any” rale Ge Sar 3 Geccgleg Gti” 
_ ſhould not # ' priyed-*for.-" The Second is, . 
7 for th Dead Was äccouuted Both 

. fer itflf, and alſs ferviceable and de. 

wy to the Faithful departed= becauſe the Denial 
of ſuch Pra N16 here eligu d 48 u Puniſhment; 
which could Ace bis been,  ankſs"thePrayers them. 
ſelyes had been eſteemed uſefuliand 5 ore to the! 
"WT deceaſed! for hom they we 0 


4 2 


E The Abri + ſays, 1 the Palſpges in S. Cyprives, 
lating to 00 C moge of 'thie Dead Wren 
<. tuther of Returns of Grutitude ahd Thankigivin 
for their go ed ETamples and bappy Deliverance fro 
4 this ſinful Wörld, than Prayers i their bebalf/ 1 
8 C. Vou ſee he does not ſay that S. Cyprih and his 
Fredeceſſors did nt pray for the Head, or That they vid, 
not eſteem ita Catholick Practice; the? he would f 
geſt ſuch a Meaning. And indeed the paſſa ge conteſted” 
evidently ſhews that S. Cyprian and his Predeceſſors 
Practiſed the: approved lof Prayers for the Dead, as a. 
pious, Catholick; and neceſſary Duty, that I ſee not 
how his Teſtimony,can be evaded, whilſt Words may 
de alepeg to Behr rar Wen gud! uſual Meaning. 
L. t What 
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„% What you tranſlate 4 Recomm 
4 „ bis Re poſe, ought, he ſays, to bog neg 
2 of Thankſgiving for his reſting int Peate. 
0 rofeſs to you, that I do not find one W 
in the whole RN N this Paſſage is 
that ſigni fies. Thank Eiving Ho or N g 
1 will give you a literal Trauſlation of the — x 
Paſſage. S. Cyprign having taken Notice of the Reli- 
ious Care and Wholſome Proyiſion of former Biſhops, 
that no Clergyman ſhould be drawg/off. from the Bu- 
fineſs of bis CharaQer, by being appointed a Truſtee 
or Executor, ſays, they made a Decree, * That if any 
de dying Cliiſtian did' this, there ſhauld no Offering 
e be made for him, nor any Sacrifice” celebrated for 
4 is Repoſe; For he ought not to be mentioned in 
« the Prayer of the Prielks ar the Altar of God, wf 
«endeavoured to call off the Prieſts and Miniſters 
from the Altar. And therefore nce Vier, coni- 
CY « trary_to the Decree litely made by the Biſhops in 
* Council, has preſumed to appoiat Geminius Fauſtinus, 
« A Presbyter, his Truſtee, Du ought not to make any 
J „ Oblation for his Repoſe, nor ou Varg Prayer _ 
t up for him in the Church. This, I think, i 
A eat Tranſlation of the paſſage, an? you ſee” ts 
of the ſame Import wir that the Abridger finds favle 
with. To offer for any one, is 4 Sacrificial Term, and 
15 plies an lnrention of Advantage to the Perſon for 
ham the Sicrifice is offered; and to pray for any 
one, 1 by the ſime Intention. The Benying of 
this to actor after his Death, was intended for a Pu- 
.niſhmeng; t was curting him off from the Commu- 
4 nion of Saints, by refuſing him the Benefit of the 
Prayers of the ſurviving Faithful, and of the Chriſti- 
an Sacrifice which was offered for the whole Church. 
Here is nothing of Pralſe or Thankſgiving uſed for 
any one's Example, 'or for any one's Death, ar. of re- 
fuſing it for that of. Vite; the whole Proceeding 
both of S. Cyprian and his, predeceſſors was founded 
upon the Catholick Prattice of. offering the r 
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Th with Prayers, kor ch leir Repoſe, S 8. ie e 
makes a great .Dilti on between Left in 


Ec where ſpeaking « che e = 


105 et We offer Sacrifices for t lays he 
ebrate the P Tus and. N 
rtyrs.” This 7 offered for 
y diſtin&from, 14 much power in che! c 
ing. a cft, than RE 575 
5 The old LITE wir Nr SEM ed In Proof 
ol this Point., 140 not ſee that the Ari ate 
any Liturgy t that has not Prayers for the Dea but, as 
'tothe ancient Litur [EY in the 4 poſtolicel, Gent ſtitut ĩom 
referre to v YE. 0 dere nd adds, Ther ſb 1 
ene e Liturgies ga See ch 
po u ee, in. 175 8 dich © ib 15 
ove that a nece uty, w was Þ 
a e firſt Age of Chrittiagity, pk 
C Theſe oleniog Ry ver very / confident that Prayer 
for the Dead was not practiſed in the Firſt Age of 
Chriſtianity ; and yet they 5505 not proved Their 
Aſſertion by any one Anſtance, nor produced any man- 
ner of Evidence that it was not then practiſed. | 
Hope I have. 8 proved to you by good Evidence, 
it was practiſed an the frſt as well as ſubſequeat 
ges; and the Ancient Liturgies do farther; 1 


Fr Proof. © Thelk Liturgies, in the Points herel n 
they 
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they all agree with each other and with the Writings 
of the Primitive Fathers, do contain the Subſtance” of 
tte Chriſtian Worſhip, or the Manner of celebrating 
the Holy Euchariſt throughoat the Chriftian Church 
atleaſt as high as the Fourth Century, within hic 
period the Catholick Church is allowed to haye bee 
in a State of Purity, and her A A truly Pri- 
mitive and Undiyided. © Now the Euchariſt Ge. 
celebrated in every one of the Liturgies with Prayer 
for the Dead, and the Chriſtian Sacrifice offered for the 
Faithful Departed as well as for the Living, agreeably 
to what we fiad ia the Writings of the Fathers; and 
there being no one Exception to be found through . 
ont the whole Catholic Church; this ſhews that the 
Offering of the Euchariſt for the Dead was the univer- 
fal Practice of che Chutch in the Fourth Agel And 
this Practice having never been cenſured or r 
never. oppoſed,” queſtioned or doubted of in the 
Church; and there being no Appearance that ever it 
was otherwiſe; not the leaſt Footſtep of afiy Alte- 
1, tation made in this reſpect from the very Beginning, 
„bor any Reaſon to ſuſpect that the Catholick Chu 
ia the Fourth Age ſweryed from the Integrity of 
af If their Predeceſſors in any Point of Faith or Material 
es I Part of Worſhip, or that they worſhip'd God in 
any other Manner than all the Faithful before them 
ie bad done: I ſay, the univerſal Practice of the Church 
. in the Fontth Age, under theſe Circumſtances, is a 
. Demonſtration that the Practice was truly Catholick, 
er that it had been in Uſe among all Chriſtians of all 
in I Ages and Places, that it was delivered by the Apo- 
ſtles to the Church, that the Apoſtles celebrated the 
+ I Euchariſt in the ſame Manner; and in a word, that 
bf our Lord Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, 'at the Inſtitution of 
ir che Euchariſt, when he offer'd it for many, offer'd it 
u- for the Faithful Departed, as well as for the Living. 
1 T. We are now come to an Inſtance of rejecting 
e, I Prayers for the Dead, viz. that of Aerius, which. the 
at Abridger vindicates, and is hs ſure was right, For 
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ATE - Saab. 
. 2 Epiphanius makes the rejecting theſe Prayers Part 
of Aerius s Hereſy, yet “ either Epiphanius muſt be 
« guilty of a great Error in making the not uſin 
* theſe Prayers 4 Hereſy, or we muſt think the Pri- 
« mitive Church highly to blame for not teaching 
* the ſame. 5 

C. Here is Aerius, a known and condemned Here. 
tick, oppoſed to the Evidence and Authority of the 
whole Catholick Church! As if we were to learn the 
Doctrines and Practices of Chriſtianity, not from the 
Church, but from the ſingular Sentiments of one He- 
retical Perſon! But what if neither Part of this 
ſhuffling Dilemma be true? Then Aerius was certainly 
a Heretick, and S. Epiphanius and the Primitive Church 
too were in the Right. That the Primitive Church 
always practiſed Prayer for the Dead, | have already 
proved by the ſame Evidence upon which we receive 
the Holy Scriptures of the New Teſtament, If theſe 
Gentlemen can produce one ſingle Inſtance in any 
Age whilſt the Church remained in a State of Purity, 
that is, for the firſt Five Hundred Years of Chriſtianity 
_ atleaſt, of any Perſon who was known to refuſe or re- 
jet Prayer for the Dead, and yet was ſuffered to con- 
tinue in theCommunion of the Catholick Church withe 
out Oppoſition, Blame, or Cenſure, I will give up the 
Point. As for the Pretence, that the Primitive Church 
did not teach the fame, l anſwer, that they taught 
it by their Practice; and that they practiſed it, there 
is as good Evidence as we have for the Canon of the 
New Teſtament. Aerivs was the firſt and only Perſon 
who rejected Prayers for the Dead for the firſt Fifteen 
Hundred Years: Aud even he did not preſume to 
deny that it had been in Fact always practiſed, but 
pretended that ſuch Prayers were of no Uſe or Sig- 
nificancy; For this, as well as for his other Errors, 
he was cenſured and condemned : He was not admit- 
ted into Communion in any Part of the Catholick 
Church; which plainly ſhews that the Refuſal of ſuch 
Prayers is inconſiſtent with Catholick — 
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and that a Man could then have communicated no 
where without joining in them. As for S. Epiphanius, 
who was a Biſhop of great Note in the Fourth Cen- 
tury, and lived and died in Catholick Communion, 
etwas impoſſible he ſhould have been ignorant of the 
Catholick Practice with reſpect to this Point; or if 
he had ſwerved from it, it is not to be doubted but 
that he would have been cenſured. But as he expreſiy 
declares for the Uſefulneſs of Prayer far the Dead, ſo 
he could not have condemned Aerius as guilty of He- 
reſy for rejecting it, unleſs the Practice had been then 
well known to have been of Apoſtolical Original, and 
co-eval with Chriſtianity. _ a vet aus, 
TL. That Cenfure of Epiphanius is his on Pri- 


« vate Senſe of the Matter, not the Deciſion of the 


« Church, n 
C To aſſert without proving, is no Argument. 
Did the Church fide with Aerius? Was he admitted 
to Communion in any Part of the Catholick Church? 
This is not pretended. The Church then approyed 
of S. Epiphanius's Cenſure of Aerius, and by her Ap- 
probation made it her own Att; Aerius ſtood Excom- 
municated from the whole Catholick Church, and:this 
Biſhop's Cenſvre of him was as valid as if it had been 
ratified by a General Council. ae ne >: 
IL. «That Epiphanius was a haſty, too warm Man, 
appears from his Behaviour to S. Chryſoſtom, of 
* whom the Church had a far different Opinion from 
that of Epiphanius. N 
C. There is no way, it ſeems, to evade the Evi- 
dence of the Primitive Fathers, but by battering 
their Reputation; and now S. Epiphanius is not to 
be believed in his Report of a Matter of Fact, be- 
cauſe the Abridger thinks he was not ſo good a Man 
as S. Chryſeſtom. Dr. Cave, in his Life of this Saint 
tells us that he was loved and admired by all, eve 
by bis very Enemies, for his conſpicuous Piety, Ver- 
tue and Charity; and tho' the Abridger has not 
thought fit to give him the Title of Saigt, yet the 
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Church always honoured him with that Character, 


and enrolled him in the Catalogue of Saints. How. 


ever, there is at laſt one of the Fathers allowed to 
have an unexceptionable Character, and that is 8. 
Chryſoſtom. This Saint, by the help of the Armenians, 
has won the Heart of theſe Gentlemen; and there- 
fore one would imagine that they will ſtand to his 
Determination of the Matter, Now this Father not 
only preſcribed Prayer for the Dead in his Liturgy ; 
he not only aſſerts it to be the Prieſt's Office to ia- 
tercede both for the Living and the Dead; but ex- 
prelly declares, that the Apoſtles themſelves ordered 
the Euchariſt to be offered with Prayers for the Faich- 
ful departed, and that this is very beneficial to them, 


. The Abridzer had been told this of S. Chryſaſtom, as 


well as of S. Epiphanius, tho' he did not think fit to 
let yon know it. Cary 
CL. Though it might be better to comply with 
* Prayers for the Dead, than break the Unity of the 
“ Church; this, he ſays, will not juſtify thoſe, who 
6 break. that Unity, rather than join in a Liturgy 
„ which has them not. Hy PH 

- C. Then it ſeems Prayers ſor the Dead are lawful, 
and Aerius after all was to blame for not complying 
with them; for this was the Practice of the-Uaiverſal 
Church in his Time. This Gentleman has hitherto 


taken all the Pains he could to repreſent ſuch Prayers 
as Uaprofitable, Erroneous, Heretical and Unlaw- 


ful; and now he allows it lawful to comply with 
them: Why then does he not comply? Why does 
he make this Tragical Out-cry againſt what he allows 


to be lawful? As to Fre Vairy of the Church, I hope 


ou are now ſatisfied that the whole Catholick Church, 
whilſt it was united, was always united in Prayer for 
the Dead; which it never was in the contrary Practice. 


And there are two Propoſitions which I think may 


be maintained againſt any Opponent; firſt, That the 
Paiyerfal Church, or main Body of Chriſtians, for 
the . Four or Five Hundred Tears, neyer Was ullited 
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in any 

1 28 a Chriſtian Society, can never be teſtored 

ot maintained, but upon Catholick P and Ca- 

tholick Practices, that is, ſuch as were profelſed und 

ber un by the Univerſal Church ar all Times wilt 
Communion remained pure and undivided. 

E. As for S. Ambroſe, the Abrideer fays, * He 


4 ſpeaks in the Place you quote like a Man, who 


& dobbted whether His Prayers were of any Services 


* to his Frietids'deceaſed or no. 
. The' Paſſage is in S. Aribroſe's / Funeral Otation 


for the Emperor Vulent inian, whom be recommends to 


the Mercy of God, and begs Reſt for him with pious 
Aftelon; and ſpeaking of him and — — 4 
tian, he delivers 'bimfelf thus; If my⸗ ET scan 
% prevail, neither of you hall” be unhappy': No Day 

«© ſhall drop vou out of my Memory: I ſhall give you 
„ Regard in every Addreſs to *GbU Alnisdiy: 
© The Revolution of the Night ſhall not be more 
« conſtant, than my Devotion on your Account: 
« And your Memory ſhall never be omitted in the 
oy Euchariſtick Oblation.” - The Father ſpeaks in- 
deed with the Modeſty of an humble Mind, like one 
who had a mean Opinion of his own Merit, but 
without any Appearance of doubting of the Lawful- 
neſs or Serviceableneſs of ſuch Prayers: 'On'the other 
hand, his expreſs 'Laterceding for the Faithful Be- 
parted, his declared Reſolution to offer'the Chriſtian 
Sacrifice conſtantly for them, not only ſhews him to 
NN fully ſatisfied of the Service ableneſ and Ne. 
ceſſity of this 1 Office, but that it was a truly Ca. 
collck and Chriſtian Practice. 

L. The next Authority is from S. Auſtin; and here 
the Abridger does not deny that this Father declares 
it to be the univerfal Cuſtom of the Church in his 
Time to pray for the Dead, or that S. Auſtin prayed 
for his dedesled Mother Monica: But he ſays, © S. Au- 
4 fin, who lived about the latter End: of the Fourth 


Century, comes too late to be a competent Wie- 
* neſs | 


y Ettor: The ſecond, That the Unity df the 


* 


Far-; and he, and the Univerſal Church in his 


I 

* neſs in ſettling. a Diſpute about what was done in 
„ the. Firſt and Second. {0g WR dee . 
C. That is to ſay, S. Auſtin knew nothing of the 


- 


Time, prayed for the Dead, they knew not why nor 
wherefore And all this, only becauſe S. Auſtin lived 
about the latter end of the Fourth Century. But if 
S. Auſtin did know what was done, as to this Point, 


in the Firſt and Second Age, and the Reaſon why it 


was done, then he is with the reſt a Competent Wit- 
neſs of it, and comes not too late, tho' he lived 
about the latter End of the Fourth Century. For as 
he had not two Hundred Years to ſearch backwards 
for what was done in the Second Age, and had withall 
ſufficient Records to inform him what was done in 
every Age of Chriſtians before him; ſo the Rule by 
which he judged of Apoſtolical Traditions, and of 
the original Tenets and Practices of the Church, was 
ſuch as whoever duly applies to all Caſes of like Na- 
ture, can never be deceived in his Judgment concern- 


ing them. The Rule was the ſame I laid before you 


at firſt, viz, That whatſpever was held by the Uni- 
verſal Church, and obſerved all over Chriſtendom in his 
LS. Auſtin's] Time, was moſt certainly an Apoſtolical 
Tradition, and co-eval with Chriſtianity, tho not 
to be met with in the New Teſtament. Now S. Au- 


ftin does poſitively declare, that Prayer for the Dead 


was the Cuſtom of the Univerſal Church in his own 
Time, and that the Euchariſt was every where offered 
for the Faithful Deperted as well as for the Living; he 
reckons it a Hereſy in Aerius to have rejected the 
Practice; and affirms it to be ſerviceable and benefi- 
cial to the Saints departed; which it could not be, 
unleſs it were from the Beginning, and duly autho- 
rized. And in all this he proceeded upon the ſame 


Reaſon with Tertullian before him, which was, That 
the united and conſentient Practice of the Univerſal 
Church in their Time, was a demonſtrative Proof 
of Apoſtolical Tradition. And therefore $, Auſtin is 
* 5 as 
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as competent a Witneſs with reſpect to the Point be- 
fore us, as if he had lived in the Second, or even in 
the Firſt Century: And the Practice of the Univerſal 
Church in his Time would of itſelf have been ſuffici- 
ent Evidence (there „e nothing before to the 
contrary) of the A poſtolical Tradition of Prayer for 
the Dead, if there had been no other. ; 
The next Father the Abridger takes Notice of (tho? 
he flouriſh'd long before S. Auſtin) is S. Cyril Biſhop of 
Jeruſalem, who reports, that *twas the Cuſtom of the 
Church to pray for all the Faithful deceaſed in the Com- 
munion Service, and that they believed this to be 
a very beneficial Aſſiſtance to the Spirits departed. 
L. * la the Sentence immediately preceding, he 
& ſpeaks, it ſeems, of flying to the Interceſſion o 
c Patriarchs, Prophets, and Martyrs, that God migh 
© receive their Requeſts by vertue of the Prayers 
« and Intreaties of them; which, the Abridger ſays, 
js ſuch an Afffont to our Saviour's Mediatoria] 
* Office, that he hopes you will ſcarce plead in its 
“Defence. | 
C. The Abridger himſelf owns this to be nothing 
to the Purpoſe, as being“ foreign to the Queſtion we 
% are now upon.” And yet this is all the Anſwer, 
it ſeems, he could find to S. Cyril's Teſtimony for 
Prayer for the Dead. The Father teſtifies that this 
was the Cuſtom of the Church, and there is no No- 
tice taken of that, but the Anſwer ſhifted off to ano- 
ther thing. The Teſtimony of this Father is there 
fore competent and valid, That ſuch Prayers were 
a Catholick Practice and beneficial to the Dead, which 
is all he was alledg'd for. And tho? the other Point be 
“ foreign to the Queſtion we are upon,” and no-body 
is concerned to plead for it, yet in Defence of this 
Father's Character it has been pleaded, firſt, That 
here is no manner of Application to theſe Prophets, 
Martyrs, &c. For S. Cyril only ſays, that the Church 1 
made mention of theſe Holy Perſons deceaſed, that = 
the Prayers of the Triumphant Part might make _ 
| | p 
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of the Militant. more acceptable to God, And ſe- 
condly, 155 tho” it be moſt certain that there is 
bat ons Mediator of Redemption, the Man Chr; Jeſur, 
yet there be many Mediators of Iaterceſſion. Every 
one who ſolicites for another at the Throne of Grace, 
is fo. far a Mediator. Joh at his Frien, gs Reg equeſt was 
a a Mediator for them, aud prevailed in that Office. 
S. Paul deſired: the Epheſians to pray for him: And 
when they did fo, they mediated with God on his 
behalf. Now, if the Saints in the other World pray 
for us, as we have no Reaſon to doubt but that they, 
we may certainly wiſh that their Prayers may 
be beard & eb Abet we may lawfully wiſh, we may 
Pray to 
\. T. * The Diſtin&ion of Mediators, of Redemption 
, and Interceſſion, he ſays, is taken from the Popiſh 
“ Doctors, and was e by them to Glad their 
6 Workip of Saints and 
C. This is a moſt unjuſt, 175 looks too like 2 ma- 
liciqus Inſinugtion. 1 there is nothing in S. Cyril 
that in the leaſt ſavours of the Worſhip of Saints 
or Angels, ſa no-body. has pleaded for * thing like 
it ig this Controverſy. That the Popiſh Doors 35585 
abuſed this Diftin ieh o ill 15 ls, [ do not den 
But to argue from the buſe any. Folng againſt t c 
ſe of it, is no true Reaſoning. And t fas this Di- 
inction is older than any of Secured of Po- 
pery, appears from theſe C Earlegpeas ou Quotation; 
ng moſt, certain that S. Cyril made a very, gre x 
Di ce between the laterceſſian of our Lor d Fei 
375 and that of the Patriarchs, 555 Lou have 
heard already that this 9 1 00 is founded on the 
Holy Scriptures of which I will give you this far- 
ther 8 4 S. Paul, Rom. 7 . Faith, rb at Gr 
maketh Interceſſion far us, and 9 10 75 li. 1. A ext rts 
Chriſtians to male Interceſſion far all Men. The hs 
is the ſame in both Places, 54 et it muſt be grant 
that : Paul made a very great Dilference I in the things 
cel ſelxes. So that this DiſtiaRion is not taken Vow 
£ 


- 
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the Popiſh Doctors, but from the Holy Scriptures 
themſelves. And here I would obſerve to you, that 
whatever theſe Gentlemen are pleaſed to infinuate, 
Prayer for the Faithful departed, as practiſed by the 
Primitive Church, and now deſired to be reſtored, 
is abſolutely inconſiſtent witk the Worſhip of them; 
and if the former had been retained in its Purity, 
the other could never ie crept in. N 
L. „ How. comes th Abridger to take no Notice 
« of Purgatory in this Diſpute?  _*© 
C. Prayer for the Dead, as practiſed of old, and 
now reſtored, is abſolutely inconſiſtent with the novel 
and corrupt Doctrine of Purgatory, as well as of the 
lavocation of Saints. The Romiſh Doctrine of Purga- 
tory is this; That there is a Purgatorial Fire, in 
which the Souls of the Pious are expiated after they 
have been tormented for a determined Time, that a 
Paſſage may, be opened for them into the Eternal 
Kingdom, into which nothing that is defiled can en- 
ter. Whereas the Catholick Doctrine, as I told you, 
is directly contrary, viz. That the Souls of all, the 
Faithful departed remain in their proper Manſions 
prepared for them in Paradiſe or Abrabams Boſom, 
till the Reſurrection, in ſeveral Degrees of Reſt and 
Peace, of Joy and Felicity, with a comfortable Hope, 
and earneſt Expectation of the Manifeſtation and Glo- 
rious Liberty of the Sons of God at the Reſurrection 
and judgment: But that this Happineſs being as 
yet imperfect and capable of Increaſe and Improve- 
ment, the Prayers of the Church here below, and eſpe- 
cially the Euchariſtick Oblation, is ſerviceable to - 
that End, and beneficial to that Part of the Church 
which is in- the other World; and whilſt as Mem- 
ders of the ſame Body, they have the ſame Care in 
general one for another in Union with Chriſt, their 
ommon Head, this mutual Communion works thro? . 
is Interceſſion to the common Benefit of the whole 
Body. This Doctrine, I ſay, is agreeable to the Be- 
tf and Practice of the Univerſal Church in the 
m_ I. pureſt 
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but directly contrary to, and deſtructive of, the cor: 
raph and grquadleſs Conceit of the Zomyſh Purga- 
TY... NIE IVES * | fey RX 1288 T7. By 45 
TL. The Abridger at laſt “ doubts of the Lawful. 
% neſs. of Prayers for the Dead. F | 
C. Theſe Gentlemen ſeem; ſtrangely unſettled in 
their Notions with reſpect his Point. Sometimes 
they pronounce it to be An rror, at Other. times 
they are pleaſed to own it to be-lawful, a valuable 
Uſage of the ancient Church, and wiſh it. were re- 
ſtored in a regular Way. And fince the Eſſentiality 
of it unavoidably follows from its beta lawful, (it 
being a neceſſary Duty to pray for all, for whom it is 
lawful to pray) this Gentleman, for want of Argu- 
ments to prove it unlawful, condeſcends to Doubts 
n n 4s, 
L. “ He thinks it a ſufficient Reaſon to daubt of 
« the Lawfulneſs of Prayers for the Dead, that they 
are unwarranted. We have, he ſays, no Command 
& for, or Direction concerning, them ia Scripture ; 
& no Promiſe to, or Example of, them; ſo that we 
** cannot offer them in Faith; and whatſoever, is nt 
& of Faith, is Sin. + | 


L. He would take it ill, perhaps, to have his own 
Reflexion returned upon him, “ That he is now 
learning to cant with the Diſſenters;“ Who in- 
. vented this Plea, not only againſt Prayer for the Dead, 
but againſt many other laudable Uſages of the Church, 
But if there were no Command for it, yet ſince it i 
no where condemned in Scripture, the Authority of 
the Church appears a very good Reaſon to remote 
Scruples, and ſettle the Perſuaſion of the Lawfulnels 
of the Thing. However, there have been ſeveral 
Texts quoted, as importing both Command and Et: 
ample of this Duty; and the practice of the Catho 
lick Church has been urged as the beſt Comme! 
upon thoſe Texts, and ſuch as may ſerve to p- 


not of Equity and Scind” R foning. 1 hape pro- 
duced to you, beſiges Scripture- Aut ority, the Evi- 
dence of Antiquity, Univerſality, and dali, in 
Proof bf it; Which is the beſt Evidence we have of 
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it bat or all Doubt that "this mas. the, — 
thereof DALE e 2722. 
L. The Abridger deſites 6: kn 76 Whan Church's 
4 Authority it is that >Hiean? 9 
C. That of the whole Catholick Chuteh fon the 
Mements of the Enchariſtick Inſtitution, for ſeveral f 
Hundreds of Years downwards, before any of the Cor- 
ruptions of, Popery were any where introduced.” 5 
T. „ It is ſtrange, he ſays, that you can To confi- 
« defttly affirm, that the "Apoſtolical Church "uſed 
Prayers ſer the Dead, when you don't pretend to 
« product uny earlier 'Feſtichony than that of Ter- 


% gulli ; and all your Preſcription has been weighed 
4 in the Balznces, and found wanting. . | 


C. lu the Balances of Prejudice, 1 Kat. and Paflion ; : 


any Part of zus Ret gion, and even of the Ganon of 
the Holy Scripture TY | need not repeat tile Ar- 
guments but leave you to confider the Weight of 
them. On the other hand, theſe Gentlemen have 
not brought one ſingle Inſtance to the contraty flom 
all Antiquity,” either before or after Tertullian Time; 

but only that of Aerjus in the Fourth Century, who 
was cenſured, and eſteemed an Heretick 9 1 the 

whole Church, for that, as well as for his other 


Heretical Notions - one of which was, That there 
was n6 Difference detween a- Biſhop and a. Presby- 


ter, or Prieſt. So that for the Credit of this new 
Fancy of the Ualawfulneſs or UnſerviceableneFs of 
Prayers for the Dead, it may. be obſerved, that it was 
invented by the firft and only Presbyterian in the 


World for | the firſt fifteen hundred Years of Chri- 
ſtianiky: g 


1 Ne to what follows about Prayer for the Dead be- 
ing pratifed-in' our Church, the Gentleman ſeems 
to de ſome what inconfiſtent with himſelf, He is very 

O 2 confident 


r 
confident our Church has condemned;them, becauſe 
ſhe has laid aſide the Practice of them, and yet grants 
mꝛe does practiſe: them, excepting in the'Communion- 
Office; which is, I perceive, the main thing you in- 
fiſt upon- But at length he turns himſelf to the Point 
of Authority, and ſays, «- That from the Church's 
<« being independent on the State, you would inferr, 
s that every Clergyman is independent on the Church, 
e and at Liberty to alter the old Liturgy, compoſe 
% new. Forms, and ſet up new Eſſentials in Oppoſition 
te tothe Church. a e 
I cannot think the Point of Authority, as urged 
by our Adverſaries, is concerned in this Caſe; for if 
the things inſiſted on are eſſentially neceſſaryto the Eu- 


chariſt, I muſt leave it to your Conſideration whether 


any Chriſtian prieſt whatſoever has Authority to omitt 
or negle& them in the Adminiſtration of this Office. 


And withall, I bumbly-conceive that nothing can be 


truly called New, that is as Old as Chriſtianity itſelf; 
or an Oppoſition to the Church, which was practiſed 


by the whole Catholick Church as an Eſſential Duty 


of Chriſtianity in the firſt and pureſt Times; and 
when to have refuſed it, would have been a Hereſy 
and inconſiſtent with Chriſtian Communion. What 
this Gentleman means, by altering the old Liturgy, he 
does not ſay; all the Alteration.that is infiſted on in 
the preſent Liturgy, as to the Point of Prayer for the 
Dead. is only, That the excluſive Words — Mzlitant 
here on Earth, may be left out of the Communion- 
Office. And tho' it is granted, that it is better to 
« comply with Prayers for the Dead, than break the 


$ Unity of the Church; yet theſe Gentlemen, who 


are at Liberty to do it, will not agree to the Omiſſion 
of four Words for the ſake of Uuity. _ 


The Third thing deſired to be reſtored, is the Bleſ- 
ſing of the Elements, or the Invocation of he Holy 
Ghoſt upon them, as neceſſary to Conſecration, and to 
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render the Bread and Mix d Wine the Repreſentative 


F 


and Myſtical Body and Blood of Chriſt. 


0 a : p 
L. I cannot but think, ſays the Abridger, that, 
ce if the Conſecration were to be performed only by 
« a Prayer for the Deſcent of the Haly'Ghoſt:on the 
« Euchariſtick Elements, we ſnhould have had ſome 
« Account in the Hiſtory of the Inſtitution, either 


of Cbriſt's ſo conſecrating them, or giving Directi- 
* ons to his Apoſtles ſo to do. 4 . 


rene. 

CI muſt take the Liberty to ſay, that the Gentle- 
man has very much miſrepreſented- the Matter in Diſ. 
pute. In the firſt place, be intimates it to be the 
Opinion of his Adverſaries, That the Conſecration 


s to be performed Ovi by a Prayer for the Deſcent of 


the Holy Ghoſt on the Elements; which is hot true; 
none of his Ad verſaries have faid this in the whole 
Courſe of this Controverſy. On the sontrary, they 
do aſſert that. the Conſecration is progreſſive, and 
that there are ſeyeral - things neceſſary to the 
right and due Performance of that Salemnity. They 
acknowledge, for Inſtance, that the Recital of the 
Inſtitution, or Pronouncing the Words of the Goſpel 
over the Elements by an authorized Prieſt, is neceſſary 
to this End. But then they aſſert withall, that this 
Recital alone, being not all that Chriſt did and com- 
manded, is not ſufficient for the due and perfect Con- 
ſecration of them; but that the Oblation of them, 
and the Invocation, or à Prayer of Bleſſing. upon them, 
is alſo neceſſary to that Purpoſe. As the Bread and 
miæ d Cup are made the Spiritual and Energetical Bo- 


dy and Blood of Chriſt, by the Influence of the Holy 


Gheſt upon them, which is the Meaning of Conſecrati- 
on; ſo the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt (che Author of all 
Sanctification) upon them tor that End, is believed 
to he procured by Prayer for ſo great a Bleſſing, ac- 
cording to the Inſtitution of Chriſt. Secondly, The 
Abridger« here ſuggeſts, that his Adverſaries inſiſt 
upon ſome particular expreſs Form of Prayer for the 
Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt on the Elements; whereas 
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in this; and in the other Points, they do not luft 


bis good ; 
the Conſecratios of the Elements, for procuring the 
' [nfluence of the Hoy Ghoſt d pon them ro make them 
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upon any particular Forms, but on the Things them. 
ſelves; provided they may have the Subſtance, ſv 
as to be farisfied the Conſecration is duly performed, 
and the Euchariſt directed ta the Ends it was defigned. 
for, they are willing to fabmitt to any Forms for the 
fake of Peace; and particularly as to this Point, they 
have declared to their Brethren, that they wilt be 
content, if the Word Bleſs be inferted in the prefent 
Form, thus“ Hear ns, O Merciful Father, we 
1 moſt humbly deſeech thee; Bleſs theſe thy Crea- 
e tutes of Bread and Wine; and grant that we, Cc.“ 
Aut thoſe Gentlemen have not agreed to the ſeaſt Al. 
teration, nor to make any Advance towards Union. 
IL. But unleſs you: can produce ſome Proof of 
„this from Sctiptute, your Teſtimonies from the 
% Fathers, who are none of them earlier than the 
Third Century, tho they may prove this à good 
<' and alfa Prayer, can be no Proof of its being e- 
r eee 

C. The Primitive Church, at the Celebration of the 
Euchariſt always prayed for the Deſcent of the Hi 
Ghoſt upon the Elements, in Words to this Purpoſe, 


„Send dbwii thine Holy Spiis, that he may make 


this Bread the Body of thy Chriſt, and this Cup 
the Blood of thy Chrift.” The Gentleman owns, 


that the Feſtimonies of the Fathers are ſufficient to 


% prove this a gb and uſeful Prayer.” What was 
ye ud for? The Church uſed it for 


the Spiritual Body and Blood of Chriſt. If the Invoca- 
mon were uſeful to this Rnd; then a Prayer to this Pur- 
poſe was (in the judgment of the Catholick Church) 
neceſſury to the Conſecration of the Elements; and if 
it were zeceſſary, it muſt be becauſe it was inſtituted 
to that End ; for if the Mocation were not inſtituted 
for Conſecration, it could not be neceſſary; andi if it 
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were not nec ſſary, then it could not be uſeful to the 
End it was put NA but ſuper flagus and vain. 
The Abridger offers it as an Abatement to the Exi- 
dence produced from the Fathers for this Point,“ That 
oc they are none of them car ler than the Third Cen- 
« tury,” But in this he is under another Miſtake ; 
for Juſtin Martyr, who flouriſh'd early in the Second 

Century, S. Irezess in the middle of it, and Tertullian 
ia the latter End, have been particularly produced, 
as teſtifying ta the Practice of the Church in conſe- 
crating the Elements, agrecably to our Lord's Exam- 
ple and Command, by euchariſtizing them, or pray- 
- ing for a Bleſſing upon them; And | think, the ancient 
Liturgies, which all agree in this Manner of Conſe- 
cration, may. juſtly be allowed to give Evidence to 
an higher Antiquity than the Third Century. How- 
ever, if there hadsbeen no Teſtimonies. produced ear - 
lier than the Third Century; yet there being not ſo 


much as one Teſtimony to be found to the contrary 


either before or after, the ancient Liturgies all agree - 
ing, in this Manner of Conſecration, with the Wri- 
tings of the Primitive and Catholick Fathers, are a full 
Evidence that the Practice was then Univerſal z and 
its being Univerſal in the Third Century, is a De- 
monſtrative Progf in this Caſe, that it was a truly Ca- 
tholick and Original Practice, delivered to the Church 
at firſt by the Apoſtles, and conſequently that Chr: 
both conſecrated the Bread and Cup in this Manner 


himſelf, and gave Direction to his Apoſtles to do the 


ſame. Indeed, the whole Evidence that is remainiag 
in the Church concerning the Manner of Conſecration 
of the Euchariſt, is entirely for the Iuvocation; the. 
Elements having never been eſteemed 3 
without it, till the Church of Rome, ſome Hundreds o 
Years after the luſtitution, uſed a + Form leſs: ex- 


Prefs; and at laſt made the Conſecration conſiſt wholly. 


— * ** ä — 


8 2 r 


* 


- : + | canon Miſa, Catechiſnus ad parocbos. edit, Lug dun. p. 186 yd 


n 
in the Words, hir i: ny Body, This is my Blood, &c. 

and to this Day all the Chriſtians in the World do 
conſecrate the Euchariſt by a direct and ancient 
Form of Invocation or a Prayer of Bleſſing, and eſteem 
it neceſſary to that End, except the Church of Rome, 


and they who now are, or heretofore have been, in | 


Communion” with her ſince ſhe became corrupt. 
TZ. But this the Abridger thinks inſufficienr, & un- 
e leſs you can produce ſome Proof of it from Scrip- 
< ture, where, after the moſt diligent gearch, he pro- 
5 feſſes he can find nothing like it. 
lf there be nothing in Scripture againſt it, the 
Teſtimony and Practice of the Univerſal Church is 
ſufſicient to aſſure us of the Divine Original and In- 
ſtitution of it. But tho? theſe Gentlemen can find 
nothing like it, yet the Primitive Church found it, and 
practiſed accordingly ; for the Hol) Scripture, in the 
Hiſtory of the Inſtitution itſelf, is very expreſs that 
our Saviour bleſſed the Elements, and I hope his Bleſ- 
ſing of them may be allowed to have had the Effect of 
Conſeeration.— “ He took Bread, and BI ESsED it, 


and brake it, and gave it to them, ſaying, Take, 


«© Eat, This is my Body, which is given for you: Do 
„ this in Remembrance of me: Likewiſe he took the 
Cup, and Euchariſtized or Bleſſed it, and gave it to 
<-them,ſaying,--This is my Blood of the New Teſta- 
«< ment, which is ſhed for you and for many, for the 
& Remiſſion of Sins.” Here you may obſerve; that 


Chriſt did not bleſs or conſecrate the Elements merely 


by ſaying, This ig my Body, &c. This is my Blood, &c. 


which Words were addreſs'd to the Diſciples, and 


are declaratory of the Effect of the ſacred Action 
which was done before; for it is expreſly ſaid, that 
he firſt bleſſed the Bread and the Cup, (thereby conſe- 
crating or ſanQifying them into his Myſtical Body 
and Blood, thro* the procured Deſcent of the Holy 


Ghoſt upon them) and then he Authoritatively de- 


clared them to be his Body and Blood, commanding 


| his Apoſtles to continue this ſacred Action, by doing 
as 
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us he himfelf-hat done. His ſaying of the Bread, 
which he had bleſſed, This'sr my Buh mhirh in ginn 
fer you; and of rhe Cup which tie bad bleſſed; This Is 
my Blood, which is ſhed for you; declares evidentiy that 
he had made them his Body and Blosd by” effi 
them; and Mring them to God for us; and conſe- 
quently, ſince he commanded us to do as he did, 
that Bleſſing the Elements is eſſential to the Cunſt- 
eration of them. Now, ſince the Holy Gheſ orig. 


nally formed his humane Body in the Womb of 'the , 
Bleſſed Virgin, and ſince the fame Divine Perſon is 
the Conveyer of all the Divine Bleſſings; there caxg 
be no Doubt but that when'Chrift bleſſed the Elements 
to ſo high and holy a Purpoſe, the Holy Ghoft at his 
powerful Interceſſion deſcended upon them, and made 


them hie BUdy and Blood, e 
ſtance, but by a Spiritual and Myſtical Influence” re- 
pleniſhing them with that Divine Grace and Vertue, 
that quickening Power and Energy which abounds in 
the Body of: Chrift himſelf, in mbom diveleth all the 
Fulneſs of the Godhead bodily- So that, as S. Fenziic 
ith, the Bread, which is the Produce of the Ground, 
after the ,Hivocation of the Holy Ghoſt, is no longer 
Common Bread, but the Euchariſt, conſiſting of rwo- 
things; the one Earthly, which is the natural Sub- 


ſtance of the Bread; the other Heavenly; which is 


the Supernatural Grace and Influence imparted to it 
by the Holy Ghoſt, by which it is made the Myſtical 
and Energetical Body of Chriſt. ' . 3 
. The Abridger is poſitive « that Meſſing, ot pray- 
t 17 
© praying for the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt 3 and that no 
* Cominetitator, ancient or modern, did ever fo un- 
* derſtand Chyiſt's Words. HA Seo. 
C. The Scripture is very expreſs; that Chriſt bleſſed 
the Elements, before he gave them to his Diſciples z 
we only infiſt that the Elements be bleſſed according 
to the true Meaning of that Word, whatever it be. 
The particular Words whetewith Chriſt bleſſed, or 

* * prayed 


for a Bleſſing, no where in Scripture. ſignifies 
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.pþrayad for a Bleſſing! on; the Elements; is no where 
recorded in Scriptũùre; but we areNatigfied that Bleſc 
(ſong: them i Eſſential tu Conſecration, hedauſe Chriſt ib 
eonſecrated them, an commantied his Apoſtles to do 
the fame Thetebis no way then (that know of) 
to leari how he bieſſei them, or how we are to per: 
Adtmathat: Fart of the, Holy Action according to his 
Example and Command, but from the Primitive 
Church,; hich received it from the Apoſtles, and 

. Nontinued the Euchariſt in its Integrity for ſeveral 
Hundreds of Vears together. Now it appears, both 
from the Writings of the Fathers, and from the 
Tenor of all the ancient Liturgies which are come 
don tons, that the Euchariſt was always conſecrated 
With abr er of Bleſſing, or with a ſolemn [vocation 
for: the Deſpent of the Holy Ghoſt upon the Elements 
lying ontthe Altar, to make them the Spiritual Body 
and Rlobd of Chriſt. Tho? the Form of Words was | 
not every where exactly the ſame, yet there was eyery | 
where and always a:Prayer to the ſame Purpoſe; and 
Bread and a Mix d Cup were conſecrated by Prayer for 
the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt upon them, to make 
them the Body and Blood of Chriſt. And, this uni- 
verſal Practice and united Teſtimony of the Catholick 7 
Church in the pureſt Times, is the very beſt Com- k 
ment upon the Sacred Text, and proves beyond all 1 
Doubt or Queſtion, that our bleſſed Saviour bieſſed or 1 
conſecrated the Elements, by praying for the Deſcent ; 
ff 

A 

hi 

D 


of the Holy Ghoſt upon them, mn. 
L. * If thiFnew Interpretation of yours hold good, 
„ ſays he, craving a Bleſſing at a Meal is Praying for 
te the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt on our Victuals; and 
© -when our Saviour bleſſed the Loaves and the two 
* ſmall Fiſhes, he prayed for the Deſcent of the Holy 
„ Ghoſt upon them. + 
C. I hope I have proved this Interpretation of the 
Text to be as old as the Text itſelf; for all Chriſtians 
upon the Face of the Earth did once ſo underſtand 
it, and now it muſt. be ſet aſide by a mean Com- 
ER | pariſon 
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on 


tbey do to the latter“ Pop Dippoling 


for the Influence of the Holj Gef, x6 ſanctif 


Ke ]. 


Eulen a cotiffſsh Meal. Theſe See 
out Doubt Pat a wery wide D ace ee 
Lord's Supper, ud their Sn Meals; rid 
are pledſed co ſpedk 48 iH here: Were 25 By 
between dur Lord'ꝰ Blefſin ine Sacramental ſements 
and their Own Bleing their Vittuals; - betwee 
Nelchitede R Sacrifice, and the Tommön Feet; w 
eat. NAV ak it Wir Contern; they 40 not 
ſeem to allow greut 2 Meffin to the gor RE, as 
gt 


+ 
45 | 


ment to hold 
will conelude 


oo in the Inſtances \* alleg 
Ply againft cem. W aw | 
for a Bleſſin# on the Feed we eat, we 81 1 75 1 


Uſes of che Anichal Life? And when 0 dene | 
the Loaves and 'Fiſties, he did by Prayer obtaig The} 
Divine Per to deſtend upon bert. by "which Wer 
were ſo mälkiplied as t6 feed ſevetal Thouſands = And 
inlike manner,” when he bleſſed the Sxcramental Bread. 
and Mix'd Cup, he did by Prayer procure the Deſcent. 
and IdAluence 65 the Holy Ghoſt upon them for the Pur- 
poſe he deſigned, viz. 998 make them his Body and 
Blood in a Perret Modification, that is, in a Sp iriteal. 
ind Myſtieal Manner. Thus Bleſſing or Prayin for'a 
Bleſſing, in the very Inſtances he has urged, does ſignify 
Praying for the Deſcent of the HolyGhoſt upon the things 
prayed for, according to the Fxigency of the Octa- 
ſion, and the declared Will of God for ſich Purpoſes,” 
All Bleſſings are conveyed to us by the Hol Ghoſt, : and 


how the Holy Ghoſt conveys Bleſſings without his owa. 


Divine Taflozitte according to the Difference of Per- 
ſons, Things, and Occaſions, our Adverſaries' may 
pleaſe to explicate. Since therefore our Savioug con- 
ſecrated, the Elements by bleſſing them, as appears from 
the Holy Scripture; and ſince this Blefſing conſiſted” 
in obtaining by Prayer the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt 


upon them for that Purpoſe, as I hope I have proved; 


and ſince he commanded his Apoſtles to do o he had 
dne; it follows, that as every Prayer put up accord- 
P 2 ing 


4 
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wt betrage of the - Haly Gh with reſpect to 
At is. rang] for or 3 A-Prayer for Beck or Oonſe · 
lemeuts according to the 


e 1 . rocure, thro? 


antinua laterceſſion, 
r of the t Holy 1 hf to conſecrate-them into 
3 ag d without A 
4 Bleſſing, Prayer ax ation, ou never 
ny allured that they are the V "9g Wer of 
71 a '1 TT 17 
ny ne proceeds to exanine Doe other 
ALT Scripture which are alledged an this Head. 
is Heb, ix. 14. "where ops Saviour is ſaid to 
4 mſelf to God thro! the Erernal irir. To 
lbridger ry os <<; this. Text is ſo 
di luer (ſome un- 
0 erftanding it one ay and ome: another) that 
3 5:00. a le Doctrine can be built on ſuch obſcure 
ords ; leaſt of all, that contended for. 
25 Can you, believe that the Words of Scriptore 
have no certain and determinate Meaning, becauſo 
Fees ters differ in their Senſe of them? This there · 
| not an Anſwer to the a but a Shift 
Evaſion; and as it has been proved that our Sa, 
. at the Inſtitution of the Euchariſt was in the 
actual Exerciſe of his Alelchiz edeliam Prieſthood, and 
then began to offer himſeif without Spot to Gad the Fa- 
ther, under the Symbols of Bread and Wine ſanctified 
. into his Body and Blood thro? the In- 
uence of the Eternal Spirit; ſo this Proof remains 
Werden by the Prerence of the Difference of la- 
-terpreter 
. 45 255 Gentleman ſeems to triumph -w ith ab- 
ſalute Victory over his Adverſary, in the next Paſſage, 
which is 1 Cor. xiv. 16. where S. Paul ſpeaking againſt 
Prayer in an unknown Tongue, puts this Queſtion, 
Elſe mben thou ſhalt bleſs with the Spirit, how ſhall he, 
whe oc cupieth the en of the Vnlearned, ſay Amen, at 
be thy 
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7 the Sacrament in an unkuawn 


in 
his Comment on the Place he interprets. of © conſe- 
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Thanks ? This the learned Hauen, 

agreeably r interprets of br Euchariſt; 
And then the Queſtian, is put, What is Bleſſing by 
the Spiriey but Proving. 15 a 4 155 1 0 be conveyed. 
the Spirit? Here abs fr 5 you grolly mi 
« underſtand the Word ws 8 this Text, which 
« ſignifies that Gift of ene which the Heh Ghoſt 
« conferred. ag, the. Diſciples; . 1 tr Hammond, 


e whom; you cite for e e 2 of the 


“ Euchariſt, ſo renders 1 it; V. :fa dn Pr 
by ue, c. Not, if 


then canſecrate it by. 4 Prayer for * Deſcent of the 
6 Holy & heſt. In ſhort, he is very ſure, that this: ig 


4 juſt ſuch another Proof. of the Invacation-Prayer, af 
& Abraham begat IJſaac would have been, or.a 


y other 

« Text from the firſt of Sana to the 1; 9 the 
&. Revelations... - | 
C. Not to take Notice of his indecent Reflexians! I 
will lay before you Dr. Hammond's Commeat on this 
Text, and the neceſſary Conſequenceof that Senſe which 

he very juſtly and learnedly attributes to it, that ou 
may ſee the Gentleman had no Reaſon for all this 
Triumph. The Doctor paraphraſes the Words a 1 
“% If thou adminiſter the Sacrament in ag g n 
“ Tongue, how ſhall the People that, receive, 2 
% Amen at thy admiaiftring of it, wben they un- 
4 derſtand thee not? And here it is readily granted, 
that Bleſſing. with the Spirit means Bleſſing in an un- 
known Tongue. But then what the learned Doctor 


in his Paraphraſe calls adminiſtring the Sa 


« creating the Lord's Supper according to the Cuſtom 
t of the ancient, and it ſeems Apoſtoli Primitive 
* Church.” If therefore the Word Biaſſag in this 
Place ſignifies Cauſecrating the Lord's Supper, it. muſt 
be becauſe the Lord's Supper was can/ecrated. by 4 


Heng. And if it were the Cuſtom of the Ancient 


Apoſtolical and Primitive Church to conſecrate the 


Ruchariſt by 6leJing the Blements, then it mill ow 
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that ſoch A W is neceſſary *o Eaton; f 
| _ that cri to Dr. Hammond, this is the Mean- 
ug of the Word in this Place. Since therefore the 
DE Lg and Euchariſt ſt, or Giving of Thanks, S. Paul 
of, denotes the Confecration of the Lord's 
per e to the Ma aner in which the Apoſto- 
lical Primitive Church conſecrated it, and ſince they 
conſecrated it (as I think I have ſhewn you) by 'ble/- 
fmg the Gifts or Elements with a Prayer for the De- 
Jocks" of the Fi ay Ghoſt upon them; it follows that 
tho' Bleſſing with the Spirit ſignifies doing" it in an 
* To zue, yet the Words Bleſſms and Eicha- 
1 do here 1117 4 and in themſelves ſignify Conſeiy a 
. by Prayer for the Deſcent and Juflu- 
of the Holy Ghoſt upon them. Thefe is one thing 
further obſervable in this learned Doctor's Comment 
on this Text; which is, that he makes the Words 
which we tranſlate Bleſſing and Giving of Thais, to 
del of the fame Sit nification, and that they bear 4 
tive Senſe-with reſpect to the Holy Elements; 
forthe&fays that both the Words are nſed in the ſame 
Sehſe' with that in Ch. x. ver. 18. The Cup of Bleſſnig 
which we blefs.* ” Where the Bleſſing. Nen terminates 
on the Cup, and i is ſuppoſed to | procure a Divine Grace 
and Vertue upon it. 
L. This Text is next produę ed by the ridge 8 
Adverſary i in Proof of Conſecrarionby Prayer. S. Paul, 
he Tays, calls the Sacramental Cup the Cip "of Bleſſing, 
probably from the Prayer Tor' a * Bleſſing uſed ar wy 
Conſecration.” 6 2 1 407. | Y 
*C:®The Words are; The Cup of Bleſſng, eb o 
'Bress: The Word is capable 7 0 Yr Move Kale, thas | 
what is tranſitive, and terminates on the Elements 
> pine by Conſeeration, or procuring to them by 
Prayer that Power and Energy whereby they' become 
the Communion of the Body and Blood of Chriſt. If 
the Apoſtles bleſſed the Elements, as S. Paul here ſays: 
they did; they did certainly procure a Divine and- 
Le om Grace and Vertue to them by that Bleſſing 400 


= RT 
and this is what is chieflymeant by Corſecraron, Since 
therefore tbe Holy Scriptures are expreſs-that /@1 
Saviour and his Apoſtles conſegrated the Ruchari 
by bleſſing the Elements, and that Sie ſing did conſiſt 
of the Word of God and N be allowed 
that the Euchariſt is not duly gon ſecrated without a 
Prayer of Bleſſing on the Elements. Here I would; a- 
gain obſetve to Jou, that it appears from this Expreſ⸗ 
ſion of the Apoſtle, that the Words, which are tram 
ſlated by Bleſſing and Giving of Thanks, in the (Hiſtory 
of the Inſtitution, are Sacrificial and; Conſecratii 
Terms of equal Import. For when S. Paul ſays, 
they hleſed the Cup, this Bleſſing is evidently ofthe 
ſame Siguification with the Euchariſticing or Giving. of 
| Thanks, whereby our Lord's Conſecration of the Cup 
is expreſs d in the Recital of the Inſtitution. So that 


tho? we tfanſlate it by Giving of Thanks, vet it veally | | 


ſignifies: tranſitively, as the Apoſtle here interprets 
itz, Weſſing the Cup, or Conſecrating it hy Freer, for 
making it the Blood of Chriſt thro? the Influence of 
the Holy Ghoſt for that Purpoſe. — 0 "411017 3000951 
L. Still you are to prove, ſays the Abridger, that 
* the Cup can be bleſſed no way but by a Prayer-for- 
« the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt. t. 
He argues upon a miſtaken Suppoſition, vis. 
That we inſiſt upon an expreſs Form for, this Purpoſe; 
which he has been often told is not the Matter of our 
Diſpute. Tis Bleſſing of the Elements we contend 
for, being ſatisfied that Bleſſing includes the Invoration; 
theſe Gentlemen may do it-in what Form they pleaſe, 
if they will but pleaſe to do the Thing; we require a 
Conformity to our Saviour's Practice, who bleſſed the 
Elements, and we inſiſt upon the Neceſſity of obeying 
his Injunction, who when he had HMeſſed and diſtributed 
them, commanded us to do as he had done. 


T. The, Abridger © deſires to be told ſeriouſly. 
& whether you think that there is no Bleſſmg the Bread 
« and Cup in our Communion-Office? * . -& 4 
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_ biif He having Hofed the Bread and the Cup at the 


* ' 4 
Card] CY 
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© © 1 profeſs th you thar'1-ioutd be woll heartily 


Mad to fee it there; but I tell you ſeriouſly, that upon 
the moſt impartial Starch, I have not been able to find 
All that I can fad thereit done or required for 


it. 
the Conſecration of the Elements, is the Recital of 
the Hiſtory of the Inſtitution. There are Bleſſings - 


upon the Bread or Cup. 1 do hot pretend to limit 
the Force or Energy of our Lord's Divine Words, 


Conſecration of the Euchariſt; and having command= 
ed us to do as he had done, I cahnot ſee how the Bread 
of Cup can be duly conſecrated; if they art hot ſo: 


Command. Ii the Office of Bapeiſm, there is a formal 
and expreſs Bleſſing bf the Water, or an [avoration- of 
the Holy Ghoſt upoñ it in theſe Words.“ Sancti 

« this Water to the Myſtical Waſhing away of Sin: 
Whereas in the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper there 


is nothing of this expreſſed or implied, not ithſtand- 


ing our Saviour's own Example and Command. The 

the Hiſtofy of the Inſtitution, 
breaks it in Conformity to thoſfs 
Actions of Chriſt; but tho' it be as exprelly aid iu 
the Inſtitution, that our Lord bleſed the Bread and 
t there is no Bleſſiing of them; no, not id 
much as there is of the Bapriſoial Water in adminis 


ſtring the other Sacrament. _ ee 
I. The Abridger proves the Unreaſonableneſs and 
Inexpedience of Alterations, from the ill Conſequences 
chit thay attend ben. 
C. But if the Practices inſiſted on are of indifpens 
ſable Obligation, and eſſential to the Euchariſt which 
our Lord himfelf inſtituted, as they have been proved 
to be, no ill 1 can be juſtly attributed to 
ſuch neceſſary Truths, but to the contrary Errors; 
aud © no Fear of their Conſequences muſt diſſuade 
<< from or can juſtify.the Refuſal of them; but each 


A one muſt faithfully diſcharge his Duty, and ** 
| age « the 


£ „ a 


prayed for upon the People, but none that I can dee 


tenitily bleſed according to his Divine Example and 
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« work together for good to them that love him, © 


IL. „ Our Saviour and his Apoſtles, the Abridger 8 
«' ſays, left us no particular Form of conſecrating 
« the Euchariſt; therefore every Church has Autho-" 


«: rity to provide one for its own Uſe. 


C. This very looſe and extravagant Aſſertion will 
make all Forms indifferent, and make void the very 
Inſtitution. The Apoſtles ſaw and heard in what 
Manner and Form our Lord himſelf conſecrated the 
Euchariſt, 'and being commanded to do as he had / 


done, they without all Doubt delivered the Euchari 


to the Church in the ſame Manner as he had com- 
manded; and what Forms the Church received from 
them for the doing of it, ſhe without doubt faithfully - 
obſerved, -and tranſmitted to others in Succeſſion: - 
If the Words were not every where exactly the ſame, 


yet the Things themſelves, or Subſtance of what was 


done, doubtleſs were preſerved every where. And 


therefore, tho* we do not ſay that any particular ex- 
preſs Form was in ſo many Words preſcribed by our 
Saviour and his Apoſtles; yet the Form or Manner 


of Conſecrating the Euchariſt, as to Subſtance, was 


undoubtedly delivered to the Catholick Church; and 


therefore no particular Church whatſoever has any 
Authority to recede from, or alter the Manner of 
Conſecration, as to the Senſe, Deſign, and Subſtance 
of that which we know was practiſed by the Primitive 
and Catholick Church, and delivered to her by the- 
" Apoſtles. As to particular Forms, the Gentleman 


himſelf is forced to limit the Authority of ever 

Church ſo far, as that there muſt be“ no Defect in Eſ- 
« ſentials in ſuch Forms; And how ſhall we know 
what is Eſſential in any Form, if neither Chriſt nor 
his Apoſtles left any Form to the Church? But if the 


Four Things inſiſted on are Eſſential to the due 


Celebration or Conſecration of the Euchariſt, then 
thoſe Forms which have none of them, are“ — 
— in 


« the Events to God's All-wiſe Providence, which. 
« ,over-rules all things, and can eaſily cauſe them to 
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* N And e are willing, I canceise, 
to. y with any Form that is not defective in 
Eſſentials. eee | F ne dang 2 
Lu He ſays, that the Adminiſtration of the Sacra- 

_ © ment byrthe Form he is ſpesking af, in che Unity 
the Church, will be more acceptable to Cod, and 
«© beneficial to ourſylxes, than by the moſt perfect 
und Primitive Form in a Separation from it. 

C. This again makes all Forms indifferent, and the 
alidity af the gacrament to depend upan mere Ha- 
mane Wil and Authority. 1 ſo far agreß with this- 
Ggetlestan, that nothing of this Nature can be acep- 
led Ood or beneficial to ourſelves, chat is done 

in Schiſid, or Separation frem the Catholic Church. 
I hope [what 4 have faid already of the Unity and 
Commanien of the Churchy may ſarisfy you chat we 
maintain Communion with the whole Catholick Church 
of Chriſ of the firſt and pureſt Ages of Cbriſtianity; 
asd as the Gentleman has own'd his own-Form to be 
imperfeck, and that uo Church has Power te make a 
Form that is defective in Eſſentials, ſo his; ſcandalous 
Suggeſtion of Schiſm againſt thoſe who uſe Perfect and 
Primitive Forms in perfect Unity with the Primitive 
Church, muſt return from hence it came. 


The laſt Thing inſiſted to be reſtored is, the Obhla- 
tion of the Elements te God, as the Repreſentative 
Sacrifice of the Body apd Blood of Chriſt. The Hiſto- 
ry of the Inſtitution plainly imports, that riſt offered 
the Bread and Cup as the Barneſt and Pledges of his 
Body and Blood to be flaig-and ſhed for us. This is 
my Body which is given or efertd for you, and This 
is my Blood which is ſhed, or poured out, or efßered 
for you. Not that he offered them by ſpeaking thoſe 
Words; for they were addreſs'd to the Apoſtles, and 
they are declaratory of What he had then done. As 
they are emphatically: of the Preſent Tenſe,---My Bo- 
dy and Blood, (not, which foal. be, but) which 1s 
Gwen and Snzp for you; ſo they manifeſtly ende 
e »ha 
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that be had then, duriag the Solemnity of-the Holy 
Action, and before the Pronouncing thoſe Words to 
the Ap offered this Unblood y Melchizede liam Sa- 
.crifice to God the Father thro! the Eternal Spiris. It is 
not faid with what particular Words he offered: his Bo- 
dy and Blood under thoſe Symbols; but as he com- 
manded his Apoſtles to Do or Make this Sacrifice and 

Oblation in Remembrance of him, an Ollie of the 
Elements, as Commemorative of his Body and Blood 
ſlain and ſhed for us, was accordingly the conſtant 

Uſage of the Catholick Church from the Apoſtles 
Times for ſeveral Hundreds of Vears together; and a 

Prayer for this Purpoſe was inſerted in the firſt Eng- 
liſh Reformed Liturgy before the Diſtribution of the 
Elements: But in the preſent Office, Part of it is 
omitted, and the reſt removed to the Poſt-Commu- 
nion; where it can be of no Uſe or Significancy, as 
an Oblatory Prayer; it being impoſſible a Sacrifice 
| ſhould be offered; after the Materials are eaten and con- 

«44 * Now what is propoſed as to this Point, is, 
- © That the Prayer of Oblaion, as tis worded in the 

„ preſent Liturgy, - be uſed immediately after the 

Words of Inſtitution, before Communicating,” 
The Gentlemen who ate pleaſed to oppoſe this, do 

however grant theſe two things; firſt, That the Eu- 
chariſt is a proper Commemorative Sacrifice; ſecondly, - 
That the Oblat ion of it is neceſſary: And indeed who- 
ever grants the former, muſt allow the latter; ſeeing 

it is neceſſary to the very Being of a Sacrifice, that 
it be offered to the Deity that is worſhipped. - * 

L. All this is granted, and the Streſs of this Point 
laid upon the Oblation being retained in our preſent 
Service. If our preſent Service, he ſays, be ſuffi- 
6 cient for this Purpoſe, there is no Neceſſiey for an 

© Alteration, from which unforeſeen ill Conſequences 
„ may follow. And that our Liturgy is already fuf- 
„ ficient, he vouches the Teſtimony of Mr. Johnſon, 
whom you all, he ſays, have {ſo much Veneration 
for. To this purpoſe he quotes a Paſſage out of 
oy Q2 the 
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.« the ſecond Part of his Ciergym 


| an's Vaude Meciim; 
here that Gentleman ſays, The Conſecration-Prayer 


© and t he Words uſed by the Prieſt at the Adminiſtration 


, ſeem - ſufficient,” if rightl lj... £4 =? 
0. Fi this Wh doc cnn has alter'd his Sen- 
timent, has been ſhewn from the Books he has ſince 
publiſhed. ' In the Preface to the Firſt Part of The 
Unbloody Sacrifice, pag. 22, 23. he has theſe Words :-- 
Such Prieſts; and pious diſcerning Laymen, as are 
ce convinced of the Truth and Neceſſity of the Pri- 
© mitive Sacrifice, and do not think that the Publick 
« Proviſion for it is ſufficient, have no proper Reme- 
« dy left, but to labour with Prayers to God, and 
% with Per ſuaſions and Arguments to Men, for the 
& perfect Reſtitution of the Sacrificial Oblatory Part 
* of the Chriſtian Liturgy; and in the mean time to 
« ſapply ſuch Defects, as well as they can, by their own 
« private ſilent Devotions.” I think this is a plain 
Confeſſion of the Deficiency of the Publick Proviſion, 
in an Eſſential Point. And in the Second Part of that 
Work, p. 149. having exhorted “ every pious, well- 
«. inſtructed Chriſtian to pray with good King Heze- 
< kiab, The good Lord grant Atonement for every 
« Heart that directs itſelf to ſeek the Lord God of 
te their Fathers, tho* not according to the Purity of 
tt the Sacrament, or Holy Inſtitution: He afterwards 
„ proceeds in theſe Words: -I can only deſire the 
«© Prayers of all my Readers, that are convinced of 
de this great Truth, That the Euchariſt was by Chriſt 
<« inſtituted to be the continual Sacrifice of his Church; 
& that God in his Goodneſs would diſpoſe the Hearts 
« of all Goyernors of his People to reſtore the Uſe 
& and Practice of the Chriſtian Oblation, that ſo from 
« the Riſing of the Sun to the Going down thereof, 
e the Peace-Offering may be offer'd to God.“ All this 
could never have been ſaid by one who thinks the pre- 
ſent Service ſufficient; and I ſhould think, it amounts 
to a Retractation, and proves that he has changed his 
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Judgment. 
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hat for your Satis faction, let us look aver the Con- 
ſecration- Prayer. Here Chriſts himſelf upon 
the Croſs, and his Commanding us to continue a per- 
petual Memory thereof, is recited before God; but 
the Prieſt himſelf ert nothing, nor do the Words 
import any ſuch thing. And as for the Words of 
Inſtitution, Thi my Body which is given for you, &c. 
J have obſer ved before, that as they were ſpoken by 
our Saviour himſelf, ' they were declaratory to the 
Apoſtles of what he had done, and prove that he 
had, during the Conſecration, given or offered the 
Bread and Cup to the Father as the Symbols of his 
Body and Blood, but not that he offered them by 
ſpeaking thoſe Words; and as they are ſpoken by the 
Prieſt adminiſtring, they are only a Recital of our 
Saviour's Words, not the Doing of what he did when 
he made the Oblation, and which he commanded to 
be done in Remembrance of him. After the Words 
of Inſtitution, the Prieſt proceeds, without any far- 
ther Prayer, to the Diſtribution. ' And when all have 
communicated, he repeats the Lord's Prayer, and what 
remains of the Prayer of Oblation. So that I cannot 
ſee how our Oppoſers, who. allow the Euchariſt to 
be the Chriſtian Sacrifice, can reconcile their preſent 
Practice with their Principle, without maintaining 
one of theſe two things, viz. either, that a Sacrifice 
may be eaten before it is offered, that is, before it is a 
Sacrifice; or elſe, that any thing may be offered as a Sa- 
crifice after it is eaten and conſumed; that is, when 
it is incapable of being a Sacrifice. Both which are 
abſurd and impoſſible, contrary to the common Rea- 
ſon and Senſe of Mankind. | 284 
L. « Your Conduct, he ſays, has been ſo raſh in 
* this- whole Diſpute, your - Notions ſo unſettled ; 
* that if we come over to you, we know not where 
« we ſhall ſtop : You pleaded for King Edward's Li- 
* turgy firſt, now you have - compoſed Forms gf 
“your own; you have brought in Unction in Con- 
* firmation, Unction of the Sick, which unleſs you 
« pretend 
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pretend to the Gift of Miractlous Healing Diſſes 
xu can gixe ud Reaſon for; you have other thing 
till to wich for, mllich, es 1 be, Time 
id 199 will diſcover; 1, - 
„This Heap of dt Crimes i is no Argumen 
- agtinſt the Neceſſity of the Four Things in ſiſted on. 
7 King Eaward's Liturgy, | have ob blerved already, — 
tis well known, that no comer we Forms have been 
3 for as neceſſary, but only the Thing, them- 
ves. Our 7 — 15 own, that no Form of Con- 
ſecrating the Euchariſt can be acceptable to God, or 
beneficial to ourſelves, that is defective in Eſſential; 
and for the ſake of Peace and Union, ſuch Alters- 
- tions only have been propoſed, as are almoſt imper. 
: ceptible. The Communion- Office, which the Gen- 
: Sleman calls Forms ef ; our own, tho” by the way thoſe 
Forms were in Uſe in the Primitive Church) this 
Office, I ſay, has been compoſed; but not impaſed; and Wl 
for the ſake of / Peace, will be laid afide, if the Thiw: i - 
themſelves may be received and practiſed. Vou wil 
_ 2 give me Leave to tell you again, that we are willing il | 
to comply with any Liturgick Form that is not de- 
« feftive in Eſſentials. Theſe Advances towards Union 
may be called raſn Conduct, or what our Oppoſer: ! 
pleaſe; hut l am ſorry it may be ſaid that they then 
_ ſelves have fot been pleaſed to ſtir one Step toward: 
+ that. which'they ſo Jondly call for, and which we moſt: MW * 
- earneſtly deſtre. Fears and Jealouſies are let looſe ! 
upon us; we ate charged with imaginary Crimes, and ; 
1 
y 
0 
C 
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»accaſed of Faults which they acknowledge we hare 
not committed. Bat if it be a Fault to wiſh, our Op- 
poſers muſt come in for their ſharez who have declared 
that they wiſh, not only that the Four Things inſiſted 

on, but many other valuable Uſages of the ancient 

2 Church, may be reſtored. But whatever may be wiſl'l 

on either ſide, we inſiſt only on the Reſtoration of 

the Four Points controverted; and it has been de. 
dclared to this Effect, That if theſe Four Things maſ 

de * practiſed, this will be ſufficient for Union t 


An 


can only deſire” you; 
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ai rn das Yo, tehrtd of theſe Gena: 
tlemen, but what they arg at Liberty to comply with, 
and what they have owned to be at deat: Lawful g ©: 
believe it may be made appear, thatithere is at leaſt; 
as good Authority for the Practice of theſe Things, 
as can be pleaded for the Neglect or Refuſal of 
them. 

L. There is no Occaſion for us to part in a Paſſion, 
as the Abriager has made his old Friend to do; but 
there is one thing I would enquire of, which 1 have 
heard-is urged againſt your Proceedings, and that is, 
that there are ſeveral very weighty Prudeatial Conſi- 
derations to the contrary. ,, 

C. What thoſe Conſiderations are, I know not. 


But [ hope you will alow,. that no Worldly Conſi- 


derations, how w Toeyer,” ought to outweigh 
our Lord's, peſitive Commands, 4nd the Inſtitutions 
he has appoint#@$0-his Charch for/our Salystion. I 


to confider fei and impar- 
tially the Merit ok "7 Cos W lay aſide, as be- 


comes a good Chriſtian, a private: onal Re- 
gards in Diſeul of this Nature; Lad to diſpoſe 
urſelf to a" the Kath n the have of it, where- 
ever you find 3 and then 1 doubt net but you will 
be ſatisfied that; Things we inſiſt 7 are Eſſen- 
tial Parts of Chriſt ;Taſtitarion, wid nec to be ob- 
ſerved; that our Pr $ are a AA upon 


Chriſtian Principles, aud by the Rules of Catholick 
Communion ; and that the Charge of Innovation and 
Diviſion cannot be juſtly imputed to us, who endea- 


- your the Reſtoration of theſe truly Primitive and 


Catholick Practices, and aſſert the Inſtitutions of 
Chriſt to their Original Purity and Integrity. Tis 
this alone, that can give every good Chriſtian the 
comfortable Aſſurance of their being valid and ef- 
fectual to Spiritual Advantages; and therefore it 
very much behoves every one in their ſeveral Stations 
to be zealous for the Ordinances of Chriſt, and to act 

| agreeably 


— 
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: 25 to vat Lord ; Orin) ſcion Coin." 
ma pra ire us all Grace to 

the Things 2 Peare,; and . uber. 
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APPENDIX: 
A A: 
Containing ſome RRMARK S upon the 

Reverend Mr. Samuel Downes's Hiſto- 

rical Account of the ſeveral Reviews 

| - the Liturgy of the Church of Eng- 


7 O the foregoing Excellent Anſwer to 
Mr. S. D:'s Abri of the Controver- 
2 hp &c. it is thought proper to ſubjoin 
ſome fer Remarks upon the Reve- 
rend Mr. Samuel Downes's Account of 
: the Review of King Edward VI.'s firſt 
Liturgy, prefix'd to his new Edition of Biſhop Spar- 
row's Rationale. That Author, in his Relation of 
_ I this Affair, is plainly miſtaken in ſome Hiſtorical 
Facts, has very much miſrepreſented us who wor- 
ſhip after the Manner of the Primitive Catholick 
Church, and has beſtow'd ſuch Language upon us, - 
as does by no meaas ſuit with a Gentleman or a 
Chriſtian, We ſhall therefore firſt touch upon ſome 
of his Uncharitable Reflexions, and then proceed to 
conſider the Occaſion and the Authority of the Re- 
vep of the firſt Reform'd . 4 
0 


A wn -. 
* i < 
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_ Alterations in this Review, he expreſſes himſelf thus 
made 4 


& tion of our Reſorm'd Church.“ And a little after: 


_ 


or no we are the firſt who have made theſe great 


| ſufficient Ground for ſach Clamours as we have made, 

will appear in the Sequel: At preſent I only defire 
this Author, this Reverend Presbyter of the Church of 

_ England, to conſider that the Spirit of Chriſtianity 
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10. n the ate * © bg or 
Style 5 Spirit: After having enrion d che chi 


4 <« But of late great Clamours have been 
* 4 f this ſecond Liturgy, and many Reproaches 
ce who had the Care of the Review, by Men of faQtious 
* and turbulent Spirits, who ſeek to acquire a Name 
4% by breaking the Unity of the Church, forming 
« ſeparate Cong 7 tions, and advancing themſelves 
to be Heads of a Party.” | And in the next Page 


but one he ſays: T“ From Men of ſuch a Spirit we 


« need not or at ſo ſcandalous a Repreſenta- 


gut it is not enough to call them Uatruths, with- 
488 guy prov ing them ſuch 3 that would be too like 
fidence of thoſe whom I am ceaſuriag.” 

Be ee againſt us in this manner : 4 After 
« what has been ſaid, Fhope there is nothing want- 
« ing fully to vindicate our Reform'd Church from 
ec the groundleſs and wicked Aſperſions, which have 
« of late been with ſo much Confidence advanced a- 
« gainſt jr.” I have brought theſe Paſſages into one 
View, that the Reader may fee the Man. Whether 


Clamours, as he calls them; or whether there is not 


is 2 > Spirit of Meekneſs and Charity, and that ancha- 


ritable Cenſuring is forbidden by the meek and cruci- 


fied Jeſus. Now, if we were in an Error in endea- 
vouring the Reſtoration of the Points we have con- 
tended for, as God be thanked we have no Reaſon to 
imagine; yet is Mr. Downes ſure, that we atted thus 
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merely 


rown on thoſe excellent Pillars of our Church, 
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Rp r 
mefely out of a feFiovs and rarbulent Spiris Can be 
not poſſibly put any other Conſtruction upon our 
Proceedings ? Is he certain that we ſeek to acquire a 
Name by breaking the Unity of the Church ? It he 
is not, as it is impoſſible he ſhould, unleſs he Tould 
know Mens Hearts, Which lie out of his Reach; 
then how can he anſwer prefetring ſuch a e a- 
gainſt us + I hope be will recollect himſelf, re- 
pent of his Uncharitableneſs, that if be ſhould ap- 
pear again as à Controverſial Writer, he may at leaſt 
ſhew himſelf a better Chriſti g. 
ln another place, this Author miſrepreſents us 

making us ſuppoſe the Invocation of e Holy G 


ts be the only Conſecratian of the Elements. Whereas in 


all our Controverſial Books we have aſſer ted the 
Words aof Init ution to be a neceſſary Part, tho mot 
the Whole, of the Conſecration-. No, we ſuppoſe 


it to be progreſſive, and that the Prayers of Oblation 


and Zrvocation are likewiſe Neceſſary, + that they 
are addreſs d for | completing the Sacrifice, and giving it 
the hug he Degree of 'Conſecration. ©. ' 
lam ſorry to ſee this warm unhappy Man cannot 
write againſt 


us, without accuſing: us falfſly: For 
ſpeaking of us, he ſays: [ And notwithſtanding 
« their pretended Zeal for King Edward's firſt Liturgy, 
* it is moſt certain that they have as little Regard for 
“that, as for this ſecond; having, according to their 
* ſeveral Humours, ſet it aſide to make way for their 


s own novel Compoſitions.” Mr. Stephenss new Office 


« for the Communion led the way; Mt. Nhiſtos pub- 


4 liſhed his Reformation of the Whole in 1713. and 


© Mr. Caller and Dr. Brett, who, excepting his Ars 
* aniſm, copy from him the reſt: of his Altera- 
« tions, have publiſned their new Offices for the 
© Communion, Confirmation, and Viſitation of the 
Sick; and have rejected all who will not bow to 

eg e , Ly — AETF FCAT 
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* p. cltxii, 4 See the Preface to the New Communiqa Offices 
F. clxxii, cixxili. „„ enn ain 2007 OF'm 
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6nd  .:# 
< their Humour in receiving them, as Schiſmaticks 
from the Catholick Church.“ This whole Paſſage 
is made up of Miſrepreſentation. For, firſt, where- 
as this Author ſays, © it is moſt certain we have as 
little Regard for King Edward's firſt Liturgy, as 
for the ſecond ;” nothing can be more falſe, for 
we bave often declared, and do ſtil] declare, we can 
communicate by the former, which we cannot in Con- 
ſcience do by the latter, becauſe it is defective in no 
leſs than Four Neceſſary Points, one relating to the 
Matter of the Sacrament, two to the Form of Con- 
ſecration, and the laſt to the Communion of Saints. 
But it ſeems we have ſet the firſt Liturgy aſide, to mali 
for our own novel Compoſitions. Why Novel ? When 

all the Alterations we have made from it are taken 
from the Primitive Liturgies, and all the Difference 
between that and ours is, that the latter comes bp to 
a nearer Conformity with the Ancient Church. Be. 
ſides, we never pleaded for the Reſtoration of King 
Eaward's firſt Liturgy, tho? we ſhonld be very much 
rejoiced to ſee it univerſally uſed: All that we plead- 
ed for, was Four Particulars contain'd in that Li- 
turgy; and if our Aathor's Party would have prattis'd 
them, we were willing to have left the Form to them- 
ſelves. But when they refuſed to adminiſter the Sa- 
crament according to our Saviour's Inſtitution, and 
the Practice of the Apoſtles and the Primitive Ca- 
tholick Church, and fo occaſion'd a Separation; we 
did not conceive we were tied down to any parti- 
cular Form, but thought we were at Liberty in that 
teſpect, and therefore compiled an Office as agree- 
able as poſſihle to the Liturgies both of the Ancient 
and Engliſh Church. And notwithſtanding this Au- 
thor's Inſinuations, 1 aſfore him there was no Regard 
at all had to Mr. Stepheny's Office or Mr. Whiſton's Li- 
turgy. The former | have not by me; but 1 believe 
npan Compariſon it will be found to be more agree- 
able to the Exgliſh Liturgy than to our Office. And 
as to the latter, 1 wonder with what Conſcience 
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Mr. Domnes can thus poſitively aſſert that Mr. Collier 
and Dr. Brett have copied his Alterations excepting 
his Arianiſm. What Evidence can he bring for this 
Fact? 1 challenge him to produce one. But that 
is impoſſible for him to do; for Mr. Callier never ſaw 
Mr. Nhiſton's Liturgy in his Life, nor had Dx. Bree 
ſeen it or heard of it before ours was printed and 
publiſh'd.. This is Matter of Fact; and 1 have Com- 
miſſion from thoſe two injur'd Gentlemen to de- 
clare it in this Publick manner. And now, What 


can be ſaid in Excuſe of Mr. Downes, the Faithful Hi» 


ſtorian ? If he can produce any Witneſs to ſupport 
his Charge, let him do it, or elſe ſubmitt to the 
juſtice of a Publick Retract ation: en, 
But he goes on with the ſame Truth as before, and 
ſays, that the two Gentlemen. above-mention'd bave 
rejeſted all who will not bow to their Humour in receiui 
their Offices, as Schiſmaticks from the Cathalici Churg 
How true this is, let the Reader judge, when he is in- 
form'd that theſe Offices were never made a Term of 
Communion ; that this Author's Party were aſſured 
they-ſhould not be compiled, provided they would 
practiſe the Four Things ;.and that, after they were 
compoſed and uſed, the Publick Uſe of them has been 
offer d to be given up, which we are ſtill ready to 
do. And as to the Stiffneſs of Humour which. this 
Author hints at, on whoſe fide it lies will appear 
from the different Behaviour of both Parties. We 
were firmly perſuaded, that the Four Points were 
Neceſſary, they own'd them to be Lawful and Deſira- 
- ble, We could not in Conſcience communicate wich- 
out them; they had communicated with them, nay, 
practis'd them themſelves more than once before the 
Separation: But when they were deſired to take care 
they ſnould be uſed conſtantly and univerſally, that 
could not be granted, tho' they knew the Peace of the 
Church depended upon it. The Excuſe was, they 
muſt act exactly according to the Rubrick, tho” by 
e "by; there are eng 
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officiate. We left the Form to themſelyes, 
and only defired the Four Poitats;. nay, we reduced 
them all to ſo inconſiderable au Alteration, as only to 
mix a little Water with the Wine, to leave out Four 
Words, add One, and tranſpoſe One Prayer. This 
waball we deſired ; and over and above they were at 
5 * they did not believe any of the Points 
, but that th they practiſed them only for the 
ſake of | the Peace of vi Church. * This was the 
Coanduct on our fide; a Deſire of Union upon the 
loweſt Terms, provided we could ſecure all Neceſſa- 
ties: On theirs, no Terms propoſed, not one Con- 
deſcenſion made. They would agree to no Altera» 
tion, but would ſtill uſe an Office which does not allow 
bf the ſame Sacramental Cup to be adminiſtred; as 
our Saviour gave to his Apoſtles at the Iuſtitution; 
which wants Two Parts of the Form of Conſecration; 
which has no Oblation of the Euchariſtick Sacrifice, 
the only proper Chriſtian Worſhip z and which breaks 
the Communion of Saints, by excluding the Faithful 
Departed. And tho all. "theſe Defects might have 
deen ſupply'd'by the few Alterations above-mention'd ; 
tho? they own'd them to be lawful, and had practiſed 
them; tho? they knew a Separation muſt unavoida- 
bly enſue upon their Stiffheſs, and Obſtinacy, yet in 
deſ] pight of all Conſiderations they rejected our Pro- 
and refuſed to meet their Brethren, tho? it was 
deſired of them in ſuch a Manner, as left them no 
Excuſe' for ſo unactountable a Neglect, when they 
were tied down to the contrary by all the Obliga- 
tions imaginable. And now — the World judge of 

the Humours of both Parties. 

Haring thus paſs d through this Heap of Reflexion, 
proceed we now to conſider the Occaſion and the 
Authority of the Review of the firſt Reform'd Litur- 
S/. We tay, + that Bucer's — nn 


1 td tt th : a. Md. a. — + _ 
— * sf ths * — — . 2 


une they 


Tu caſo and De nee, Pare If, P. 99, 1 * 126 en 
1 


de. f. 37 


* Reofons for: Reſtoring, 


% 
—— a _—_— . & 


dle to all good People, deſiring to live in Chriſtian 
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Magiſterial Cavils, and Peter Martyr's active Soliciting, 
influenced the King and Council, and made an In- 
tereſt among the Cletgy ; and that theſe Foreign Bi. 
vines, who had little Regard for Antiquity, - pre 
vail'd for an Alteration. .,On the other hand, Mr. 
Downes allerts, * that © neither Calvin, Bucer, nor 
« peter Martyr were deſign'd to be hamonr'd or gra- 


d tified in theſe Alterations.” We ſhall leave the 


Reader to judge of the Caſe, when we have given 
an Hiſtorical Account of the Affair. 
on $45, a Committee of Biſhops and Divines were 
commiſſion'd both by the Convocation - and the 
King to draw up an En ;|þ Liturgy, which was ac. 
cordingly done, and confirm'd*by the Convocation as 


well as by the Parliament, which began to fit in 


November that Year, Arch-Biſhop Crimmer had given 
Martin. Bucer and Peter Martyr an Invitation to our 
Univerſities ; but the Liturgy, as () Dr. Heylin' 

ves, was finiſh'd before their Arrival. And with 


how much Satisfaction it was received and publiſh'd, 


appears both from Acts of Parliament and the King's 
Anſwer to the Devonſbire Rebels, in which he affirms, 
that the Euchariſt, as it! was then adminiſtred, (6) 
* was brought even to the very Uſe as Chriſt left it, 
nas the Apoſtles uſed it, and as the Holy Fathers de- 
« ljvered it.” The Statute that eſtabliſhes it, men- 
tions it in the moſt honourable manner, and de- 
clares it was finiſh'd (c) “ by the Aid of the Hoh 
« Ghoſt.” Nay, the Act which repeals it, calls i. 
(4) © a very ly Order, agreeable to.the Word 
« of God and the Primitive Church, very comforta- 
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* P. elxxiii. F Bancroft's on at Paul's Croſs, 1583. 
Atterbury's Rights, &c, of an Engliſh Convocation, 24 
Tre 60th, 2 ol, | ba i 1 you * Cl 
4) Heylin Ziſt, Ref. p. 65. (5) Fox , 
Part II. p. 887. 2 (e) 2, 3+ E. VI. cap. 1. (4) $3 6, E. VI. 
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« Converſation, and: moſt profitable'to the Eſtate of 
this Realm.” But Arch-Biſhop Cra»mer having in 
Olleber 1548, invited Bucer (e] to come over and 
be a Labourer in the Lord's Harveſt, and he not ac- 
| cepting of the Invitation immediately, in March next 
following Peter Alexander, Secretary to the Arch- Bi- 
ſhop, who was likewiſe a Foreigner, writes again to 
Bucer, and deſires him (f) to come as ſoon as poſſi- 
ble. And in June after, he was at Canterbury. Peter 
Martyr likewiſe came over, Paulus Fagius, and ſome 
others. Bucer was made Divinity-Profeſſor at Cam- 
bridge, and Peter Martyr had the ſame Poſt at Oxford; 
Fagius was made Hebrew Profeſſor at Cambridge; and 
Peter Alexander the Arch-Biſhop's Secretary. Thus 
was his Grace and the Divinity-Chairs of both Uni- 
verſities put into the Hands of Foreign Presbyterians. 
The firſt thing that Bucer did after his Arrival, was 
to make himſelf acquainted with the (g) Engliſh Li- 
turgy; which when he had done, he immediately 
gives an Account of it to Calvin, and (H) deſires him 
to write to Protector Somerſet. Calvin had offered 
his Aſſiſtance to the Arch-Biſhop before, but was re- 
fuſed. () Which (as Dr. Heylin obſerves) tho' it 
« was enough to have kept him from venturing any 
< farther in the Buſineſs and Affairs of England, yet 
4 he reſolv'd to be of Counſel in all Matters, whe- 
ther called or not. And therefore having taken 
« Order with Martin Bucer, on his firſt coming into 
4 Englamd, to give him ſome Account of the Engliſh 
% Liturgy; he had no ſooner ſatisfie@ himſelf in the 


* 


(e) Veni igitur ad nos, & te operarium prœſta in meſſe Do- 
mini. Bucer in Script. Ang lic. p. 190. () Veni igitur quam 
citiſkme poter is. 1bid. p. 191. (g) Cum primum in hoc reg - 
num veniſſem, Oc. librum illum ſacrorum, per interpretem, 

antum potui, cognovi diligenter. Prefat. ad cenſuram. a 
( Dominum ProteQorem, ut volebas, conatus ſum hortari, ut 
flagitabat rerum ftatus, Cc. Calvin. Epiſt. ad Bucerum. p. 8 1. 


(i) Hiſtory of the Presbyterians, Lib. 1. p. 13. « ſipht 


. 


« Sight thereof, but he makes preſentiy his 8 2 
„ tiqus and Demurrs upon it; which after wards her 
« 'caine the ſole Ground of thoſe many Troubles, 
« thoſe horrible Diſorders and Confuſions, wherewith 


4 his Faction have involv'd. the Church of England - 
« from that time to this.“ Calvin therefore 200 


been formerly refus'd by the Arch-Biſhop, is reſolv'd 
now to go anather way to Work. He knew, th 
g Clergy of England at that time were kept under by 
e Regale, and that therefore if he could gain the 
Court, he need not much fear carrying his Pojat. 
He knew likewiſe, that Martin Bucer and Peter Mar- 
tyr were of the ſame Stamp with himſelf, (as indeed 
they were his Agents) that they were in great Re- 
tation here, and that a particular Regard was paid 
0 their Opinion both by the Court and the Church. 
With the e Engines therefore he goes to work, and 
immediately writes to the, Protector, and in a Letter 
to Bucer me him an Account that he ky 10, 
- py; es wo to pr wg ann Ar all ſuch 
ites as ſavour'd of Superſtition, ſhould be taken away. 
Nay, he bids hm tele Cee not to fall into his old 
Fault, and be moderate in his Reformation. In 
his Letter to the Protector, he declares againſt all 
Accommodating Schemes. He allows of no Latitude 
for Diſcretion, nor gives any DefErence to Antiquity, 
and ſeems to confine the Rule of Worſhip” to expreſs 
Declarations in Scripture. From theſe narrow Priuci- 
les, he falls upon the Cenſure of the Engliſh Commons 
rayer Book. And as an Inſtance of ſame remain- 
. Ing Corruption, he objects againſt Praying for the 
Dead in the Communion-Office, tho? he grants it to 
have been an Aticient-Cuſtom in the Church, and 


that it does not imply any Approbation of The Po- 
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9 Ut titus, qui Superfſtitionis aliquid redolent, tollaotur E 
medio. Fpiſt. ad Bucerun, p. 81. (1) Mediis conſiliis vel 
authorem eſſe vel approbatorem. 
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-. Diſh, Purgatory. He likewiſe excepts againſt . Chriſm 


and Anointing the Sick, and then adyiſes that all 


theſe Uſages ſhould be aboliſh'd, which Dr. Heylin 
n) calls reforming the Church without Fear or Wit, 


without Regard to Peace. at home, or Correſpon- 


dence abroad. Calvin, not content with inſtructing 
Bucer, aſd adviſing the Protector, writes afterwards 
both to the King and the Council. In his Letter to 
the King, (3) he acquaints him, that a great many 


things were ſtill out of Order in England, and ſtood x 


in need of a farther Reformation. In a Letter of 
His to Bullinger, (o) he tells him, that he had written 
both to the King and Council (as Bullinger likewiſe 
had done) (p) to excite them to proceed in the good 
Work they had begun. And in an Epiſtle of his 
to Farellus, (q) he mentions a Letter ſent by him to 
the King by Mr. Nicholas, and how well it was re- 
ceiv'd both b 

Arch-Biſhop Cranmer had refus'd his Aſſiſtance be- 
fore, yet it ſeems afterwards he kept a Correſpon- 
dence with him; for in the ſame Epiſtle Calvin ſays, 
he was adviſed by my Lord of Canterbury. to write 
more frequently to the King than. he had done for- 
merly. But, as Dr. Heylin (v) relates, Calvin, not 
« content to tamper by his Letters with thoſe emi- 
* nent Perſons, had his Agents in the Court, the 
« City, the Univerſities, . the Country, and the Con- 
* vocation ; all of them praiſing in their diſtinct 
«and proper Circuits, to bring the People to diſlike 
& that Form of Worſhip, which at the firſt was 
& Took'd on by them as an Heavenly Treaſure.” 80 
much for Calvin's Management in this Affair. 


(n) Heylin's Hiſt. Ref. p. 80. Hiſt. of the Presbyterians, p. 13. 
Antidotum Lincolnienſe,. p. 115. (3) Heylin's Hiſt. Ref. p. 107 
Hiſt. Presb. p. 13, 233. (o) Ep. ad Bulling. p. 98. (p) Vt 
eos inciteremus ad pergendum, Heylin's Hiſt. Presb. p. 14, 238. 
Amidotum Lincoln. p. 118. (2) Ep. ad Farell. p. 384. 

(1) #ift. Presb, p. 14. ; 
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y the King and his Council. And tho' 
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As to Bucer and Peter Martyr, Mr. Domnes owns, * 
that their Judgment was ald in this Review. But this 
is not all, for they ſeem to have been at the Bottom 
of the Deſign, as appears from Peter Martyr's Letter 
to Bucer, in which © he gives God thanks for making 
« himſelf and Bucer inſtrumental in putting the Bi- 
« ſhops in mind of the Exceptionable Places in the 
«© Common- Prayer.“ Bucer's Opinion of the Book 
being defired by Cranmer, he wrote ſome Animad- 


verſions upon it, by way of Letter to the Arch- 


Biſhop. Among the reſt, he would have the Habit 
for Holy Miniſtratiôns alter'd; he objects againſt the 
cuſtomary Geſtures us'd at the Publick Devotions z 
againſt recommending the Dead to God's Mercy; 


againſt the Invocation of the Holy Ghoſt in the Prayer 


of Conſecration; againſt Chriſm in Baptiſm, and Anoini- 


ing the Sick: All which Particulars were alter'd ac- 
cordingly. Peter Martyr concurred with Bucer in 


theſe Animadverſions, as appears by his Letter to him 


upon that Subject. 

Theſe Foreign Divines had gain'd the Eſteem of 
the Engliſh Biſhops ſo far, that in the Convocation + 
there was a Conteſt in the Upper Houſe concerning 
ſome Controverted Paſſages in the Common- Prayer 


Book. The Words uſed at the giving the Euchariſt, 


and ſome other Circumſtances relating to that Sacra- 
ment, came under Debate, And how much Intereſt 
theſe Presbyterians had at Court, which govern'd the 
Church at that time, appears from Peter Martyr's 
Letter to Bucer, in which he ſays: © But that 
“ which pleaſes me not a little, Sir John Cheek ac- 


4 quaiats me, that if the Biſhops refuſe to conſent to 


« the altering of what is neceſſary, the King is reſoly'd 
e to do it himſelf, and recommend that Affair at 
e the next Seſſion of Parliament.” And now, to 


_— —_— — 


— 


* P. clxxv. + Heylin's Ziſt. Ref. p. 107. Hiſt, 
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make uſe of Dr. Heylin's Words: * Not to pro- 
ceeg to more Particulars, let it ſuffice that theſe 
4 Emillaries.did ſo ply their Work, by. the conti« 
“ nual Solicitiag of the Ring, the Council, and the 
& Convocation, chat at the laſt the Book was brought 
* A to a Review. "OT BEI y n 2. * . 
After what has been ſaid, I am willing to hope, 


* 


that we ba ve ſufficient Grounds for what we. aſſerted 
at firſt, viz. That Bucer's Animadverſions, Calvin; 
Magiſterial Cavils, and Peter Martyr's active Soliciting, 
influenced the King and Council, and made an IntereR 
among the Clergy ; and that theſe Foreign Dixines, 

- who had little Regard for Antiquity, prevail'd for 

an Alteration, ; 14 8 "A f >, 
But Mr. Downes urges, . that Biſhop, Ridley, 

bet « who was a Man that was the Jeet skill'd in 7: 
« Writings of the Fathers, and the Doctrines and 

& Uſages of the Primitive Church, of any of our 

& Reformers, and who was never yet ſuſpected of 

« paying too great a Deference to the Opinions 

« of theſe Men, was the moſt forward of all the 

« Biſhops, in uſing this Liturgy : For on Al. 

4 Saints Day, which was the. Time appointed for 

s its raking Place, he officiated by it in the Fore- 

% noon àt S. Paul's Cathedral, and in the Afternoon 

* E preach'dat S. Paul's Croſs, in Defence of the Al- 

6e terations.“ As to the Fact, this Author pro- 
duces. no Authority for it: But granting it, yet 
Biſhoh Ridley, who no doubt was a RITES a 

good Man, was not infallible. * He was blameable in 

ome Part of his Conduct, and errogeous in his 

his Opinton. Mr. Downes owas, || that he “ was ſo 

E unhappy as to join an, Ufurper, and by the Order of 
& her 42S to undertake to defend her Title at 
& S. Paul's Croſs,” He ſays, 4 his Paſſions had been 
4 too ſtrong for his Reaſon, and hurried him into 
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his Behaviour could be vindicated with regard to 
Biſhop. Bommer. And beſides, he does not ſeem to be 


over- orthodox about Altars and Tables. Whether he 


learnt his Opinion from the Foreign Precbyteriang, I 


this Point, more than be does wich the Primitive 
Church. In ſhort, does Biſnop Ridley in his Ser mon 


ſay, that theſe Foreigners had no Hand in the Alte 


rations? If not, his Preaching in Defence of them, 


is no Proof of the Contrary, eſpecially after all the 


Evidence that has been produced; it only ſhews, that 
he was of the ſame Opinion with theſe Men, and 
did poſlibly pay ſome Deference to their judgment. 


Mr. Downes is very angry with us; for ſaying. that 


Calvin, Bucer, and Peter Martyr, were deſigned to be 
humour'd or gratified by this Review 3; and calls it, 
* % ſo heavy a Charge on our Reform'd Church, 


& that all which the Malice of the Papiſts has yet 


« invented, falls ſhort of it.“ Whether the Charge 
be true or nor I muſt leave the Reader to judge. 


What I obſerve here, is, that this Charge, as heavy 7 


as it is, was laid by Dr. Heylin above fourſcore Years 
ago. So that this Great Divine, this Learned Hiſto- 


rian, who was as Orthodox a Man as ever the Church 


of England bred; and whoſe Memory has ever ſince his 
Death been dear to all who had not ſome ſecret 
Affection for the Puritanical Faction: This Great 
Man, I ſay, is at laſt accus'd by the Reverend Mr. 


Reform d Church, that all which the Malice of the HA. 
pits has yet invented, fallt ſhort of it. For this Learned 
Doctor ſpeaks thus: “ Now for the Alteration of 
e the: Liturgy, —you take great Pains to make it viſi- 
A ble unto the World, that Calvin had no Finger in 
it. It had been happy for this Church, if he and 
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t gnjuſtifiable Meaſures.” I wiſh with all my Heart 


know not; but it is certain, he agrees with them in 


Samuel Downes of having laid ſo beavy 6 e en r 


+ RO 

. ge could have kept themſelves to. their” Medi. 
_ © rations; and not been curieſt in aliend "Republica, 
% as they were too much.” And ſpeaking of” t 

Act which repeal'd the Firſt Liturgy,” he delivers 
himſelf thus: 4 And thereupon we may conclude, 
that the firſt Liturgy was diſcontinued, and the 
Second ſuperinduced upon it after this Review, to 
1 give Satisfaction to Calvin's Cavils, the Curiohties 
«of ſome, and the Miſtakes of others of his Friends 
* and Followers.“ And laſtly; mentioning: the Act 
which eftabliſh'd the Firſt Liturgy, and declared it 
was compiled by the Aid of the Holy Ghoſt He ſays, 
+-< Which notwithſtanding, ſome Exceptions be- 
ing taken at it (as our Author Fufter notes) by 
* Calvin abroad, and ſome Zealots at home, the 
4 Book was brought under a Review, much alter'd 
. in all the Parts and Offices of it; but whether un- 
tt to the better, or unto the worſe, let ſome others 
„ judge. Now, not to take Notice of the Evidence 
that has been brought, whether Dr. Heylin be not as 
good an Hiſtorian as Mr. Downes, let ſome others 


2 2 our Author goes on: © As if our Biſhops 
«and Clergy were Men of ſuch abandon'd Conſci- 
«ences, ſo void of all Senſe of Religion, as to pre- 
<«'ferr the Gratifying the unreaſonable Prejudices of 
* two or three Men, of leſs Learning and Reputa- 
* tjon 'than themſelves, 'to Chriſt's own Inſtitution, 
„ and the due Adminiſtration of his Sacraments. 

But may we not ſuppoſe Men may be drawn into 
dangerous Errors, and at the fame time not think 
them Men of Abandon d Conſciences ? Tho' there is no 
Reaſon to ſuppoſe the Biſhops and Clergy in King 
Edward VI's Reign were void of all Senſe of Religion; 
yet there are good Grounds for ſaying, that ſome 
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* Hiſt, Preib. p. 239 + Examen Hiſtoricum, p. 118. 
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Leading Men among them had a better, Opinion of 
the Foreign Reformers, than they ought to have had, 


And if they did not think Bucer and Peter Martyr were 
Men of more Learning and Reputation, or at leaſt of 


more derſtanding in Divinity, than any in the 32 


Kingdom, why did they ſend for them to make them 
Divinity-Profeſſors in both our Univerſities? Beſides, 
Mr. Downes himſelf makes our Reformers to have 
been Men of Abandon d Conſciences, as much as w 

can he ſuppoſed to have done; for, he ſays, * that 
& 8 the fo to 5 TI 
« Height, as was, inconhitent with the Divine Come 
« miſſion of e aeg and feem'd to reduce the 
4 Church to be a mere Creature of the State.” And 


nom we may turn this Author's own Words upon 
bigiſelf, and tell him, that this is a very heavy Charge 


upon our Reform'd Church; as if our Biſhops and 

ergy were Men of ſuch Abandon'd Conſciences, 
ſo void of all Senſe of Religion, as to preferr the 
Gratifying the unreaſonahle Commands of the King 
to the Divine Commiſſion of the Clergy,; and to have 
ſo little Regard. for the Church, which Chriſt pur- 
chaſed with his Blood, and over which the Holy 
Ghoſt had made them Overſeers, as to reduce it to 
be a mere Creature of the State.  _ _— 
Our Author ſays, it is farther objected by our 


Modern Innovators. . Why Modern Innouators? When 


every thing we have reſtored, is by our Adverſaries 
themſelves confeſs'd to be very ancient? Well; it 
ſeems we object, “ that the Parliament declared 
te the Firſt Liturgy to have been finiſh'd by the Aid 


of the Holy Ghoſt : And that no ſuch Encomium 


© was. palled, on the ſecond ; but that on the con- 
te trary, the Scruples, which occaſion'd the Review, 
&« are ſaid to have proceeded rather from Curiſioty, 
te than any worthy Cauſe.” Upon which Mr. Downes 
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Ther Fee as 
az decide Controverſies of” Reli gian by 72 
« parliament ? But cannot this e 12 8 
between Appealing to Acts of Parliament as 

Ef Religions Controverſies, and Appealing to 

for Teſtimony and, Evidence” of Fact? A VE S 


the © "whole Nation had of the Fr 1 
fith bor moch Satisfetion It . 9005 12 5 
prove, that che Repealers themſtlves 125 95 

* was Th 7955 75 Cauſe for. 50 0 
8 the A ; witneſs the Truth *6f 1 Frog 
then, we have all we deſire of them. It is nt Gur 
Privei tes th appeal to Acts of arliament to decide 
| Rer. of Religion: No, to the Scripwines 
190 the Catholick Church « e appeal inf} Con- 
Fay and” Particulaty in chat between this Author“ 

and us. 

© or Rin the Af which eftibliſes the Firlt Liturs 70 
tio ge Author: 125 hk, Tr of if 10 
G ays are 1 we er m an 

de es to 108 a na « An imweddl⸗ 
rte fuſpiration and infallible Delon of 1 10 

& Ghoſt, J W they will A, tent to ex 

te dend them "moſt certainly; but does Jon 
the Holy Ghoſt Fam 1 e Gitter ooch, In Pab- 
Bae d and every nh, 0 and yet not by 
= moped [nfpiration a 1 Fai Direction ? What- 
erer therefore is the Manner of the Hely bas — 
Aſtance in thoſe Caſes, in the Manner may 
underſtand him to have afſiſted in the compilin "of 
the Firſt Book. But Mr. Downes asks, What A#gu- 
ment can we draw from the Expreſſion ſo explain'd and 
limited? I anfwer, the Argument we draw is, that 

the Parliament which perfa the Firſt Liturgy, 
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which was acknowledg'd to have been compil'd by 
the Aid of the Holy Ghoſt, and which the Repealers 
themſelves call a very Godly Order, agreeable to the Word. 
of God, and the Primitive Church, very comfortable to all 
good People deſiring to live in Chriſtian Converſation, and 
moſt profitable to the Eſtate of this Realm; that this 
Parliament could not, nor did not ſay that the Second 
Liturgy, which they eſtabliſh'd, was finiſh'd by the 
Aid of the Holy Ghoſt in any Manner, in any Senſe 
never ſo limited and reſtrain'd ; but own'd, that the 
Scruples which occaſioned the Review, proceeded from 
Curioſity and Miſtake, not from any worthy Cauſe, But 
ſays our Author, * * what Cauſe is there to think, 
te that the Holy Ghoſt did not aſſiſt in the ſame Man- 
« ner at the Review?” I anſwer, becauſe the Review- 
ers of the Firſt Liturgy did not go upon the ſame 
Grounds, and proceed in the ſame Method, as the 
Compilers. For theſe, Mr. Downes ſays, + © having 
« laid it down as a general Rule, that they would 


| 

« alter nothing for the Sake of Novelty, and en- 
« deavour to reduce every thing to the Primitive 
) « Standard of the firſt and pureſt Ages of Chriſtia- 
« nity, proceeded to inſpect and examine the Miſſals, 
| « Breviaries, Rituals, Pontificals, Graduals, Pſalters, 
- W © Antiphonals, and all other Service- Books then in 
J 4 Uſe. Theſe they compared with the Primitive 
< Liturgies; and whatever they found in them con- 
Ft * ſonant to the Holy Scriptures, and the Doctrine 
d- WW © and Worſhip of the Primitive Church, they re- 
* * tained and improved; but the modern Corrup- 
t- « tions and ſuperſtitious Innovations of the latter 
. « Apes, they entirely diſcharged and rejected.“ This 
ve as a Noble Catholick Reſolution and Procedure; 
of and we have good Reaſon to ſuppoſe the Holy Ghoſt 


would aſſiſt upon ſuch an Occaſion. Happy had it been 
for the Church of England, if ſhe had always managed 
at WW thus! But alas! the Reviewers of this Liturgy acted 
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by a quite diſſerent Spirit. They were not afraid 
of Novelty, but rejected what had been always pra- 
ctiſed by the Univerſal Church for above 1500 Years 
together, from the Beginning of Chriſtianity to their 
Owq time; and introduced modern Innovations, 
which had never been in any Liturgy in the World, 
Not to mention other Primitive and Catholick Pra. 
ctices, they rejected no leſs than Four Neceſſary 
things; the Mixture of Wine and Water, the 06. 
lation, the Invocation, and Prayer for the Dead. Had 
the Reviewers acted as Mr. Downes ſays the Compilers 
did, they would have found all theſe things in all the 
Primitive Liturgies, and would eaſily have diſcover'd 
them to be conſonant to the Holy Scriptures and 
the Doctrine and Worſhip of the Primitive Church. 
But the firſt and pureſt Ages of Chriſtianity were 
now no longer their Standard: No, the Court muff 
be complied with, and the Foreign Presbyteriant and 
themſelves knew Chriſt's Inſtitution better than all 
- the Church before their own time. And can we ſup- 
poſe the Holy Ghoſt aſſiſted at ſuch a Review as this? 
Would the Holy Ghoſt aſſiſt in rejecting Part of the 
Sacramental Cup which our Saviour inſtitated ? Could 
the Holy Ghoſt aſſiſt in rejecting the Prayer of Oblation, 
and thereby aboliſhing the Euchariſtick Sacrifice, the 
only proper Chriſtian Worſhip? Would the Holy 
- Ghoſt aſſiſt in rejecting the Prayer for the Deſcent of 
Himſelf upon the Elements to bleſs and ſanftify 
them? And laſtly, could the Holy Ghoſt aſſiſt in Un- 
charitably excluding the Faithful Departed from the 
Devotions of the Church, in breaking the Commu- 
nion of Saints, an Article of the Creed? And now 
Mr. Downes may ſee what Cauſe there is to think, 
that the Holy Ghoſt did not aſſiſt at the Review, as he 
did at the Compiling of the Firſt Reform'd Liturgy. 
One Word concerning the Authority the Second 
Liturgy ſtood upon, and I have done. I have before 
obſerved, that the Convocation, as well- as the King, 
commiſſion'd a Committee of Biſhops and Divines to 


draw up the Firſt Liturgy ; and that the * 
* | tion, 
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1 tion, as well as the Parliament, confirmed it when 
- compiled. Thus was it regularly eſtabliſhed by the 
$ Spiritual Authority of the Church of England. But 
r what Evidence is there that the Review, which is ſo 
5 much extoll'd by Mr. Downes, was made by the Commiſ- 
A ſion of the Convocation, or confirmed by the Church 
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after it was made? By what Authority was it im- 


poſed, but that of an Act of Parliament? Nay, how 
does it appear, that the Exg/ihCommon-Prayer Book, 
from the Time of this Review to the Reſtoration of 
King Charles II. ſtood upon any other but Regal or 
Parliamentary Authority? And now to uſe Mr. 
Downes's Words, * © Are we then, at laſt, to de- 

© cide Controverſies of Religion by Ads of Par- 

« liament, and appeal to the Statute-Book for the 

Is a Matter 
te of this Importance to be referr'd to the Authority 

« of the Lords and Commons, and muſt the Merits 

& of the Cauſe depend upon their Lay Judgmeats ? 

I ſhall conclude theſe Remarks with Biſhop Sparrow's 

Words at the End of his Preface before his Rationale, 

which I beg leave to apply upon this Occaſion. I hope 


then, after what has been ſaid, that this Author and 
his Party will, if not be convinced to join in Communion 
with, yet perhaps be ſo ſmeetened, as more readily to 
' pardon thoſe, who ſtill abiding in their former Fudgments, 
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and being more confirm d hereby, do uſe TE Axclent , 
Fox. 
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